COMMISSIONERS

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN
BRUCE TYNDALL , wvICECHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

cc Lkrﬁ Kel] .
Pat Lewis

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
PHONE (813) 825-1565

March 12, 1984

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E., Administrator
Power Plant Siting Section . l rﬁffq:{
State of FL Department of Environmental Regulation Ezg)(n '
Twin Towers Office Building At
2600 Blair Stone Road

: o 1% 1804
Tallahassee, FL 32302-8241 : MAR v
Dr. Rick Garrity, District Manager E P p_S
State Department of Environmental Regulation | -
Southwest District Office iw“

7601 Highway 301, North
Tampa, FL 33610-9544

Re: Environmental Monitoring Program--Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility

Dear Mr. Oven:

The Environmental Monitoring Program implemented in compliance with the
conditions of Certification {COC} for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility is fully operational. Enclosed, please find a xerox copy of a
report on the '"as installed' plan. Appendix C of this document features
the analytical results for the first quarterly regimen. This is submitted
in accordance with Section XiV.D.3 of the COC.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

D D )

W. W. Dasher, Director
Public Works Operations

cc: W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
G. E. Jordan, Dir, PWEU
HOR

WWD: 1t

"PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"




STATE OF FLORIDA

Department of Administration

Division of Administrative Hearings
Oakland Building, 2009 Apalachee Parkway

TALLAHASSEE Nevin G. Smith

Secretary of Administration
32301

Bob Graham
Governor

March 3, 1984

Sdd
Victoria Tschinkel, Secretary Teol 0% HYN
Department of Environmental
Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road I '\ki
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 — T TN

Re: Case No. B3-2355
In Re: Pinellas County Resource Project:
Applicaticn for Power Plant Site
Certification.

Dear Ms. Tschinkel:

Enclosed are copies of my Stipulation to Recommended
Order and Recommended Order Regarding Site Certification entered
in the above-styled case.

Please furnish the Division of Administrative Hearings
a copy of the Final Order entered in this case.

Sincerelyv,

WILLIAM E. WILLIAMS
Hearing Officer

/mc
Enclosures

XxCc: Honorable Bob Graham
Cabinet itembers
van B. Cook, Esq.
Julia D. Ccbk, Esa.
C. Laurence Xeesey, Esqg.
Mr. Tom Herndon
Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., DP.E.
Bonnie Davis, Esq.
Karen A. Lloyd, Esq.

An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer




STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

IN RE:

Pinellas County Resource
Project: Application for
Power Plant Site
Certification.

DOAH CASE NO.: 83-2355

et ) e e b N Ned

STIPULATION TO RECOMMENDED ORDER

The Undersigned counsel to the parties to this proceed-

ing hereby stipulate to the entry of the attached Recommended

oy

VAN-B. COOK

Chief Assistant County Attorney

315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

For the Applicant, Pinellas
County

WA

JULIA D, COBB
2600 Blair Stone Recad
allahassee, Florida 32301
Assistant General Counsel for
Department of Environmental
Regulation

Moo, Masde, Jer

C. LAURHNCE KEESEY

2571 Executive Center Circle
East

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

For the Department of Community
affairs

Order regarding site certification.




STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARTNGS

IN RE: Pinellas County Resource )}
Project: Application for Power ) Case No. B3-235%
Plant Site Certification )

RECOMMENDED ORDER
REGARDING SITE CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to notice, the Division of Administrative
Hearings. by its duly designated Hearing Officer, William E.
Williams, held a public hearing in this cause on February 29.

1984, in Clearwater, Florida.

APPEARANCES

For the Applicant: Van B. Cook
: Chief Assistant County Attorney’
315 Court Street
Clcarwater, Florida 33516

For the Department

of Environmental

Regulation: Julie Cobb
Assistant General Counsel
2610 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

For the Department

of Community Affairs: C. Laurence Keesey, Esqg.
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

For Southwest Florida
Water Management
District: None

For Public Service
Commission None




on or about September 6, 1983, the ‘Applicant, Pinellas
County, filed an amended application for power ﬁlant site
certification to 'expand its existing resource recovery facility
with the Department of Environmental Regulation. The Division of
Administrative Hearings received a request from the Department of
Environmental Regulation for the appointment of a Hearing Officer
to conduct the hearings required by Chapter 403, Part II, Florida
Statutes. On September 19, 1983, the Division of Administrative
Hearings received a statement from the Department of
Environmentai Regulation declaring the application to be complete
as of September 6, 1983.

on January 19, 1984, the Applicant filed a Motion to
Expedite the certification hearing required by Chapter 403.}Part
11, Florida Statutes. Oon January 25, 1984, the undersigned
entered an Order scheduling a certification hearing for February
29, 1984 and requiring a pre—heaiing stipulation, and 1issued a
Notice of Hearing. A pre-hearing stipulation was filed on or
about February 24, 1984.

A certification hearing és required by Section 403.508(3),

Fliorida Statutes, was held pursuant to proper notice 1in

Clearwater, Florida. The notice published in the Florida
Administrative Weekly was four days less than the required 30 day
notice. Upon motion of the Applicant. and no other party
entering an objection, this defect was waived. Thé purpose of
that hearing was to receive testimony and evidence concerning
whether the location and operation df the proposed facility would
produce adverse effects on human health, environment, the ecology
of the land and its wildlife, and the ecoclogy of Htate waters and
their agquatic life:;

would assure the citizens of Fiorida that operational safeguards
are technically sufficient for their welfare and protection; and
would effect a reasonable balance between the need for the
facility and the environmental impact resulting from construction
and operation of the facility; as well as providing abundant,

low-cost electrical energy. The hearing included an examination

of the following:
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The necessity for expanded electrical generation;

The expected environmental impact from construction
and operation of the resource recovery facility:

Operational safeguards of the facility:

The availlability of abundant, low-cost electrical
energy:

Other public interests and issues relevant to certification
of the proposed site.
in addition, evidence relating to best available control
technology and the prevention of significant deterioration of
ambient air quality was presented.
The following parties entered appearances at or participated
in this proceeding:
1. The Applicant, Pinellas County.
2. Florida Department of Environmental Regulation.
3. Florida Department of Community Affaijrs.
Having considered all testimony and evidence properly
admitted, having heard arguments of Ccounsel, and being otherwise
fully apprised herein, the following Findings of Fact,

conclusions of Law, and Recommended Order are entered:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. A revised Application for power plant site
certification was filed by Pinellas County on September 6, 1983.
The Applicant proposes Lo expand its resource recovery facility.
within the existing certified site. at which municipal solid
wastes are burned to produce steam-generated electrical energy by
the addition of a third boiler, additional turbine-generator,
expanded cooling tower, a second stack, and related structures.
The residue from the burning of these wastes is processed for
recovery of metals and other valuable materials. The facility
jncludes a large landfill which is used for disposal of those
portions of the residue not amenable to recovery. Existing
transmission facilities connecting the facility to Florida Power

Corporation's Gandy Substation will continue to be utilized.




2. The resource recovery facility buildings are located on
approximately 20 acres within Pinellas County's existing
certified site. Areas of the plant site not previously disturbed
by landfilling or construction activities are occupied largely
.either by pine flatwoods or wet weather ponds.

3. The existing resource recovery facility, certified in
July 1979, consists of a 50 megawatt steam-electric generating
turbine, two 1050 tons-per-day solid waste fired boilers: truck
weighing scales; a refuse collection and storage pit, refuse-
stoking equipment; magnetic and serrofluld separators; CONveyors:

a four c¢ell mechanical draft cooling tower utilizing treated

sewage effluent: effluent intake and -~ outfall piping and
connections: a 16l foot flue gas stack; electro-static
precipitators: stormwater retention and treatment ponds;

stormwater spray irrigation fields: a sanitary landfill:; and
coptrol ditching. A 230 kilovolt transmission line and
associated structures runs East, South, and then East of the site
for approximately 1 and 1/4 miles. The proposed ‘expansion of
electrical generation capacity is approximately 29 MW for a total
capacity not exceeding 79;9 MW.

4, The primary purpose for the facility is to dispose of
the -county's refuse and trash. There 1is a clear need for

recovery facilities such as that proposed by the Applicant.

The Florida Public Sarvice Commission has found that
the proposed facility expansion will increase electrical system
reliability and integrity and will maintain the supply of

"adequate electricity at a reasonable cost while reducing
dependence on fossil fuel. The Department of Environmental
Requlation has found that construction of the resource recovery
facility permitted the closing of current landfills and reduced
the need for future landfill areas and 1in fact serves a
recognized need. f
5. Impacts from site modification are minimal in that all
new additions are adjacent to existing structures on previously

cleared land. No rare or endangered species have been observed

on the site.




6. since 1978, refuse generation rates in Pinellas County
have risen faster than was anticipated. To meet the added demand
on the processing capacity of the plant, expansion of the
facility 1s proposed. The reduction of 1andf111- areas 1is
Aenvironmentally degsirable and area residents, concerned about the
presence of landfills near their home, should find the proposed
site modification and visual barriers more attractive than
landfills.

7. Extensive measures have been incorporated into the
proposal and the conditions of certification so as to minimize
the environmental impacts from construction and operation.

' B. Due to the isolated nature of the proposed site there
is very little opportunity for public access during construction
and operation. In addition., traffic into the site will be
limited and controlled by fencing. The applicant has proposed
adeduate measures to comply with'both State and Federal health
and safety requirements.

9, The resource recovery facility 1is expected to produce

the following average -volumes of water during normal daily

operations:
1. Cooling tower blowdown 279gpm.
2. Boiler blowdown 32gpm.
3. Cooling tower evaporation and drift 1311lgpm.’
q, Boiler demineralization backflush water 45 gpm.

5. Sanitary wastes 50gpm.
The plant effluents will be discharged to Pinellas County's South
Cross Bayou Sewage Treatment Plant. Any surface water impacts
would largely arise from stormwater runoff. Perimeter ditches, a
central holding pond, and associated treatment facilities are
used to collect., contain, and treat runoff originating on the
site. This collection and treatment system is of sufficient size
to prevent any stormwater discharge from the site except during

periods of extremely heavy rainf#ll.
Groundwater in the vicinity is Class G-1I (as defined by
Section 17-3.40Ll, Florida Administrative Code). Movement of the

shallow aquifer groundwater in the area is generally




Northeasterly at a rate of 1 to 10 feet per year. The area of
the site is underlain by a clay/marl zone which would tend to
alow the vertical migration of leachates. ‘"There has previously

been an impact oh the shallow aquifer groundwater quality in the

vicinity of the site due to adjacent landfilling operations and

saltwater intrusions. Leaching of the decomposition materials
from putrescible wastes has already éltered the natural state and
quality of the shallow aquifer. Since 1landfill materials.from
the resource recovery facility should primarily be boiler residue
and non-putrescible wastes it is 1likely that any groundwater
impacts from these new landfill materials will be much less than
from previously landfilled putrescible materials.

10. Leachates and drainage are minimized by allowing water
to run off the fill rather than being allowed to percolate
through the filled material. Leachate which does form by
percolation through an active £i11 is accumulated at the 1low
point of the active cell. This accumulation is pumped directly
to the aeration pond and is contained on site. AU no time will
raw refuse be deposited in standing water.

" Wastewater 1ea§es the aeration 1lagoon and enters Iwo
water treatment ponds which have been designed to remove
nutrients an& heavy metals from the runoff waters. Upon leaving
the ponds, wastewater 1is chlorinated for bacteria and virus
control and pumped to the lané on the Southern portion of the
site.

11. Construction activities are expected to produce air
pollutants from vehicular and heavy equipment exhaust emissions
and fugitive dust.' During operation, expected stack emissions
will include particulate, sulfur dioxide, fluorides. lead, carbon
monoxide, hydrocarbons, mercury. beryliium, chlorides, and oxides
of nitrogen. Odor is not expected to be a problem and control
measures have been included in the proposal. an electro—staﬁic
precipitator has been 1included for the control oﬁ particulate
matter. There are no sulfur dioxide emission limitations for
incinerators; however. if a sufficient volume of refuse is

incinerated, prevention of significant deterioration criteria may




be applicable. The Department has conductéd a Best Available
Control Technology analysis for the resource recovery facility
and has proposed emission limitation rates for the facility.

12. During operation, fefuse will be sorted for large items
.or non-combustibles, the remaining refuse will be incineratead.
Following combustion, the residue will pass through a resource
recovery system designed to extract ferrous and non-ferrous
metals. The residue, approximately 2.1 percent by weight of the
original raw waste, will be landfilled on site. 1In the event of
a faéiiity shutdown, storage facilities at the processing plant
will be sufficient for storage of three to four days of incoming
waste. If the plant should remain out of operation beyond three
to four days, incoming raw wastes would be 1landfilled at the
site. The facility does not intend to accept hazardous wastes.

13. During and at the conclusion of the site certification
hearing, the public was given the opportunity to comment upon fhe
application for site certification. No one not a party provided
any verﬁal or written testimony, reports, or other evidence.

14. The Department of Environmental Regulation and the
Applicant have agreed that no 1land use hearing was required
because the proposed expansion is within the previously certified
site.

15. The Applicant has accepted the proposed conditions of
certification (Exhibit 1) and has agreed to comply therewith if
certification is granted subject to a reservation of its right to
exercise the Modification of Conditions procedure referenced in
Exhibit 1 and a further reservation of its rights to object, if
deemed necessary, to the application of any fevised emission
limitation rates .contained in Exhibit 1 to 1its existing
facilities. No objection to said reservations was entered by any
party to this hearing.

16. The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation, the
Public Service Cdmmissipn. the Divislon of State Planning and
Ssouthwest Florida Water Management District. have all recommended
certification of the proposed resource recovery facility subject

to conditions. The stipulated conditions are attached hereto as

Exhibit 1.




CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. This proceeding was held pursuant to the Florida

Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Chapter 403, Part 11, Florida

statutes, and Chapter. 17-17, Florjida Administrative Cpode, to
consider the subject application for site certification.
2. Notice in accordance with Chapter 403 and Chapter 120,

Florida Statutes, and Chapter 17-17. Florida Administrative

Code, has been given to all personus and parties entitled
thereto, as well as to the general public. The defect in the

required time period for publication of the notice in the Florida
Administrative  Weekly is deemed inconsequential and not
prejudicial and is therefore waived.

3. The purpose of the site certification hearing was to
receive testimony and evidence concerning whether the location
and operation of the proposed facility will produce minimal
adverse effects on human health, the environment, the ecology of
the land and its wildlife, the ecology of State waters and their
agquatic 1life, and to fully balance the increasing demand forx
electrical power plant ylocation and operation lwith the broad
interest of the public as provided in Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes.

4. The record of this hearing consists of all pleadings and
papers filed herein, including the site certification
application, as amended, the transcripts of all hearings, all
orders enteréd by the Hearing Officer, as well as all evidence
and exhibits properly admitted.

5. Section 403.507(1l)(a). Florida Statutes, provides that

the Department of Community Affairs shall present a report as to
the compatibility of the proposed electrical bower plant with the
State comprehensive plan. The Department of Community Affairs
has made a report on the resource recovery facility and its
report and recommendation have been submitted and introduced into

evidence. The Department recommends certification subject to the

conditions in Exhibit 1.




6. Section 403.507(1)(b). Florida Statutes. requires that

the Florida Publie Service Commission prepare a report and
recommendation as to the present and future needs for electrical
generating capacity in the area to Dbe served by the proposed
facility. Such a report and recommendation have been submitted
and introduced into evidence. The Public Service Commission
states that there will ‘be some benefits derived from the
generating capacity addition of the resource recovery facility
and resulting reduction in o0il consumption. The recommendation
of the Public Service Commission is that the Pinellas County
Waste Resource Recovery Facility be certified subject to the
conditions in Exhibit 1.

7. Section 403.507(1)(c). Florida Statutes, regquires the

Water Management District in whose jurisdiction  the resource
recovery facility will- be located to prepare a report as to
matters within 1its Jjurisdiction. On September 22, 1983, tﬁe
Southwest Florida Water Management District stated it did not
object to the proposed expansion and encouraged the continued use
of reclaimed water for such industrial non-potable needs.

8. Section 403.507(2). Florida Statutes, reguires that the

Department of Environmental Regulation conduct or contract for
studies of the proposed electrical power plant including but not
limited to:

. Cooling system requirements

Construction and operational safeguards
Proximity to transportation systems

. Soil and foundation conditions

Impact on suitable present and projected
water supplies for this and other competing
uses

Impact on surrounding land uses
Accessibility to transmission corridors
Environmental Impacts.

tonNnow

==

such a report and recommendations have been submitted and intro-
duced into evidence. The Department of Environmental Regulation
recommends certification of the proposed facility subj)ect to the

conditions of certification which are attached as Exhibit 1.




9. The Applicant has accepted the proposed conditions of
certification (Exhibit 1) and has agreed to comply therewith if
certification is granted subject to a reservation of its right to
exercise the Modification of Conditions-procedure referenced in
"Exhibit 1 and a further reservation of its rights to object, if
deemed necessary. to the application of any revised emission
limitation rates contained in Exhibit 1 to 1its existing
facilities. No objection to said reservations was entered by any
party to this hearing.

10. The location and operation of the proposed facility, as
described by the evidence in the record, if made subject to the
conditions of certification attached, are expectéd to produce
minimal adverse effects on human heélth. the environment, the
ecology of the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of-stafe
waters and their aquatic 1life. Section 403.502., Florida
Statutes.

11. The operational safeguards for the proposed facility

are technically sufficient for the welfare and protection of the

citizens of Florida. Section 403.502(1). Florida Statutes.
12. The certification of the proposed facility is
consistent with the provision of abundant low-cost electrical

energy. Section 403.502(3), Florida Statutes.

13. The proposed air poilution control equipment should
prevent the operation of the facility from causing significant
deterioration of ambient air guality in the vicinity.

14. Construction and operation of the facility satisfy the
prevention of significant deterioration criteria and the
application of the Best Available Control Technology standards.,

15. No land use hearing was required in this case because
the proposed expansion 1s within the previoﬁsly certified site
and responsible zoning or planning authorities are precluded from
changing land use plans or zoning ordinances so as to affect the
site by Section 403.508(2), Florida Statutes.

16. The parties to this <certification Thearing |have

stipulated to this Recommended Order.
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RECOMMENDED ORDER

Having reviewed the record of this proceeding, and based upon
the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth herein, it
is hereby recommended that certification, pursuant to Chapter

403, Part II, Florida Statutes, be granted to Pinellas County for

the construction and operation of its resource recovery faqility
expansion and associated facilities, as proposed in the amended
application and described in the record of this proceeding. It
je further recommended that this certification be made subject to
the conditions of certification attached hereto as Exhibit 1.
However. pursuant to the stipulation of the parties to this
certification hearing., to the extent of any conflict between
previously imposed Conditions of Certification and the proposed
conditions of Certification contained in Exhibit 1 herein
pertaining to air quality, the revised Conditions of Exhibit 1
shall not apply to the existing facilities wuntil the proposed
expansion which is the subject of this proceeding is operational,
at which time the Condigions of Certification (Exhibit 1 herein)
shall apply and the previous Conditions of Certification shall be

deemed rescinded.

DONE AND ORDERED this f—f}day of ANBH 1984 in

Tallahassee, Florida.
% .

WILLIAM E. WILLIAMS

Hearing Officer

Division of Administrative Hearings
The Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

FILEp with ;he Division of Administrative
Hearings this zmday of March, 1984.

'




Copies furnished to:

Van B. Cook

Chief Assistant Pinellas County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

Julie Cobb, Esq.

Assistant General Counsel

‘Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Cc. Laurence Keesey, Esqg.
Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hamilton §. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting, DER
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Bonnie Davis, Esq.

Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 E. Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8153

Karen A. Lloyd, Esq.

southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712

Mr. Tom Herndon
Sercretary to Florida Land
and Water Adjudicatory Commission
Office of the 3overnor
The Canitol
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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State ot Florida

Pinellas County

Resource Recovery Facility
Case No. PA 78-11 and PA 83-18
CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

I. CHANGE IN DISCHARGE

All discharges or emissions authorized herein shall be
consistent with the tecmns and conditions of this certification.
The discharge of any pollutant not identified in the application,
or more frequent than, or at a level in excess of that authorized
herein, shall constitute a violation of the certification, any
anticipated facility expansions, production increases, or process
modifications which may result in new, different, or increased
discharges or pollutants, change in fuel, or expansion in steam
generating capacity must be reported by submission of a new or
supplemental application pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes,.

IT. NON-COMPLIANCE NOTIFICATION

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with
or will be unable to comply with any limitation specified in this
certification, the permittee shall notify the Southwest Florida
District Manager of the Department by telephone during the working
day that said noncompliance occurs and shall coufirm this in
writing within seventy-two (72) hours of becoming aware of such

conditions, and shall supply the following information:
A. A descriptlon of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and

B. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times;
or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance is
expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate

and prevent recurrence of the noncomplying event.




ITT. FACILITIES OPERATION

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good
working order and operate as efficiently as possible all treatment
or control facilities or systems installed or used by the
permittee to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of
this certification. Such systems are not to be bypassed without

prior Department approval.

IV. ADVERSE IMPACT

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to
minimize any adverse impact resulting from noncompliance with any
limitation specified in this certification, including such
accelerated or additional monitoring as necessary to determine the

nature and impact of the noncomplying discharge.

V. RIGHT OF ENTRY

The permittee shall allow the Secretary of the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation and/or authorized

representatives, upon the presentation of credentials:

A, To enter upon the permittee'’s premises where an effluent
source is located or in which records are required to be kept

under the terms and conditions of this permit, and

B. To have access tc and copy any records required to be kept

under the conditions of this certification, and

C. To inspect and test any monitoring eguipment or monitoring
method required in this certification and to sample any discharge

or pollutants, and

D. To assess any damage to the environment or violation of

ambient standards.




VI. REVOCATION OR SUSPENSTON

This certification may be suspended or revoked pursuant
to Section 403.512, Florida Statutes, or for violations of any of

its conditions.

vIiT. CIVIL AND CRIMINAL LIABILITY

This certification does not relieve the permittee from
civil or criminal penalties for noncompliance with any conditions
of this certification, applicable rules or regulations of the
Department or Chapter 403,. Florida Statutes, or regulations

thereunder,

Subject to Section 403.511, Florida Statutes, this
certification shall not preclude the institution of any legal
actlion or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, or
penalties established pursuant to any other applicable State

Statutes, or regulations,

VITI. PROPERTY RIGHTS

The issuance of this certification does not convey any
property rights in either real or personal property, nor any
exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to public
or private property or any invasion of personal rights nor any

infringementc of Federal, State or local laws or regulations.

IX. SEVERABILITY

The provisions of this certification are severable, and
if any provision of this certification or the application of any
provision of this certification to any circumstances, is held
itanvalid, the application of such provision to other circumstances

and the remainder of the certification shall not be affected




thereby.

X. DEFINITIONS

The meaning of terms used herein shall be governed by
the definitions contained in Chapter 403, Florida Statutes and any
regulations adopted pursuant thereto. TIn the event of any dispute
over the meaning of a term in these general or special conditions .
which is not defined in such statutés or regulations, such dispute
shall be resolved by reference to the most relevant definitions
contained in any other state or federal statute or regulation or,
in the alternative by the use of the commonly accepted meaning as

determined by the Department.

XT. REVIEW OF STTE CERTIFICATION

The certification shall be final unless revised, revoked
or suspended pursuant to law, At least every five years from the

date of issuance of certification the Department shall review all

P

monitoring data that has been submitted to it during the preceding
five-year period for the purpose of determining the extent of the
permittee's compliance with the conditions of this certification
and the environmental impact of this facility. The Department
shall submit the results of its review and recommendations to the
permittee. Such review will be repeated at least every five years

therzafter,

XIT. MODIFICATION CF CONDITTONS

Pursuant to Subsection 403.516(1), F.S., the poard

nereby delegatas the authority to the Secraetary to modify any

(Rd

condition of this certification dealing with sampling, wonitoring,
reporting, specification of control equipment, related time
schedules, emission limitations subject to notice and opportunity 4
for hearing, or any special studies conducted, as necessary to

attain the objectives of Chapter 403, rlorida Statutes.




All other modifications shall be made in accordance with
Section 403,516, Florida Statutes.

XIITI. CONSTRUCTION

The facility shall be constructed, as a minimum,

pursuant to the design standards presented in the application,

A. Control Measures

l. Stormwater Runoff

To control runoff during coastruction which may reach
and thereby pollute Waters of the State, necessary measures shall
be utilized to settle, filter, treat or absorb silt-containing or
pollutant-laden stormwater to insure against spillage or discharge
of excavated material that may cause turbidity in excess of 50
Jackson Turbidity Units above background in Waters of the State.
Control measures may consist of sediment traps, barriers, berms,
and vegetation plantings. Exposed or disturbed soil shall be
protected and stabilized as soon as possible to minimize silt and
sediment laden runoff. The pH shall be kept within the range of
6.0 to B.5,

2. Barning

Open burning in connection with land clearing shall be
in accordance with Chapter 17-5, FAC, and County Ordinance 76-18.
No additional permits shall be required, but prior to each act of -
burning, the Division of Forestry shall be contacted to determine
if satisfactory conditions exist for burning. Open burning shall
not occur if the Division of Forestry has issued a ban on burning

due to fire hazard conditions.

3. Sanitary Wastes



Disposal of sanitary wastes from coastruction toilet
facilities shall be in accordance with applicable requlations of

the appropriate local health agency.
4. Solid Wastes

Solid wastes resulting from construction shall be
disposed of in accordance with the applicable regulations of
Chapter 17, FaC.

5. Noise
Construction noise shall not exceed local noise
ordinance specifications, nor those noise standards imposed by
zoning.

6. Dust

The County shall emply proper dust-control technigues to

minimize fugitive dust emissions.
7. Transmission Lines
The directly associated transmission lines from the
Resource Recovery Facility electric generators to the existing
Florida Power Corporation Gandy substation shall be cleared,

maintained and prepared without the use of herbicides.

B. Environmental Control Program

An environmnental control program shall be established
under the supervision of a qualified person to assure that all
construction activities conform to good environmental practices

and the applicable conditions of certification.




If unexpected or harmful effects or evidence or
irreversible environmental damage are detected during
construction, the permittee shall notify the DER Southwest Florida
District Office, 7601 Highway 301 North, Tampa, Florida, 33610, by
telephone during the working day that the effect or damage occurs
and shall confirm this in writing within seventy-two (72) hours of
becoming aware of such conditions, and shall provide in writing an
analysis of the problem and a plan to eliminate or significantly

reduce the harmful effects of damage.

C. Reporting

1. Starting three (3) months after certification, a
quarterly construction status report shall be submitted to the
Southwest Florida District Office of the Department of
Environmental Regulation. The report shall be a short narrative

describing the progress of construction.

2. Upon completion of construction the DER Southwest
Flecrida District Office will he notified in order that a pre-

operational inspection can be performed.

XIV. OPERATION

A. Air

The operation of the Resource Recovery Facility shall be
in accordance with all applicable provisions of Chapter 17-2, 17-
5, and 17-7, Florida Administrative Code. 1In addition to the
foregoing, the permittee shall comply with the following specific

conditions of certification:

l. FEmission Limitations upon Operation of Unit 3

a. Stack emissions from each unit shall not exceed the

following:




(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Particulate matter: 1in graine per standard
cubic foot dry gas corrected to 12% CO,
Units 1 and 2 - 0.08

Unit 3 - 0.03

S0p: 83 lbs/hr of Sulfur Dioxide
Nitrogen Oxides: 132 lbs/hr
Carbon Monoxide: 66 lbs/hr

Lead: . 1.3 lbs/hr

Mercury: 3200 grams/day when more than 2205
Ibs/day of municipal sludge is fired. Com-
pliance shall be determined in accordance with
40 CFR 61, Method 101, Appendix B.

Odor: there shall be no obijectionable odor.

Visible emissions: opacity shall be no
greater than 10% except that visible emissions
with no more than 20% opacity may be allowed
for up to three minutes in any one hour except
during start up or upsets when the provisions
of 17-2,.250, FAC shall apply. Opacity
compliance shall be demonstrated in accordance
with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2,
700(6)(2)9;, DER Mathod 9,

b. The height of the boiler exhaust stackes shall not

be less than 161 feet above grade.

c, The

incinerator boilers shall not be loaded in

excess of their rated capacity of 87,500 pounds per hour each.




d. The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name
plate affixed in a conspicuous place on the shell showing
manufacturer, model number, type waste, rated capacity and

certification number,

e. Compliance with the limitations for particulates,
sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and lead shall be
determined in accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule
17-2.700, DER Methods 1,2, 3, 5, 6, and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A&,
Method 7. The stack test shall be performed at * 10% of the

maximum steam rate of 250,000 pounds per hour,
2. Flectrostatic Precipitators

For Unit 3 the electrostatic precipitator shall be
designed and constructed to achieve a maximum emission rate of
0.03 grains per dscf, 1In the event that the ESP fails to perform
as specified, or if other parameters of the facility's operation
are subsequently. modified, additional control will be

necessitated,

For Units 1 and 2 the three-field electrostatic
precipitator shall be designed and constructed to allow the
installation of a fourth field in the event that the three-field
ESP fails to perform as specified, or if other parameters of the
facility's operation are subsequently modified, necessitating
additional control.




3. Air Monitoring Program
a. The permittee shall install and operate continuously
stack monitoring devices for oxygen and opacity. The monitoring
devices shall meet the applicable requirements of Chapter 17-2,
710, FAC, and 40 CFR 60.45, and 40 CFR 60.13, including

certification of each device,

b. The permittee shall provide sampling ports into the
stack and shall provide access to the sampling ports 1n accordance
with Section 17-2.700(4), FAC.

c. The permittee shall have a sampling test of the
stack emissions performed by a commercial testing firm within 90
days of the start of operation of the boilers and annually from

the date of testing thereafter.

d. The permittee shall operate two continuous SOj
monitors and one continuous wind direction and velocity monitor in
the immediate vicinity of the site., The monitors shall be
specifically located as designated by the DER
and shall conform to 40 CFR 53. Monitoring shall begin upon

commencement of operation.
4., Reporting
a. Two copies of the results of the stack tests shall
be submitted within forty-five days of testing to the DER

Southwest Florida District QOffice.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER
Southwest District Office on a quarterly basis in accordance with

Section 17-2.710, FAC, and 40 CFRrR, Part 60, Subsection 60.7.

c. S0 monitoring shall be reported to the DER

Southwest Florida District Office on a monthly basis.
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B. Fuel

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize refuse such
as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) as its
fuel, Use of alternate fuels would necessitate modification of

these Conditions of Certification.

C. Cooling Tower

1. Makeup Water Constituency

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize only
treated sewage effluent or stormwater runoff from the stormwater
holding pond as cooling towar makeup water. The effluent shall
have received prior to use in the tower, as a minimum, secondary
treatment, as well as treatment described in Condition XIV.C.2,
balow. Use of waters other than treated sewage effluent or site
stormwater, i.,e.,, higher guality potable waters or lower quality
less-than-secondarily treated sewage effluent, will require a
modification of conditions agreed to by the Southwest Florida
Water Management District and the Department and must be approved

by the Governor and Cabinet.
2. Chlorination

Chleorine levels in the cooling tower makeup water shall
continuously be monitored, prior to insertion in the cooling
owers. Sewage effluent from the Northeast St. Petersburg
Wastawater Treatment Plant used as makeup shall be treated if
necessary to maintain a 1.0 mg/liter total cnlorine residual after
fifteen minutes contact time., Makeup water from the Largo
Wastewater Treatment Plant shall be treated to maintain a 1.0
mg/liter free chlorine residual after fifteen minutes contact
time., Chlorination should occur at an effluent turbidity of 5

Nephelometric Turbidity Units or less.
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3. Special Studies

Upon satisfactory demonstration to the Department that
the number of viruses entering the towers in the effluent makeup
from the upgraded Largo Plant can be reduced to an undetectable
level with the use of a lesser amount of chlorination, the above
requirement may be altered to 1.0 mg/liter total chlorine residual
after a 15 minute contact time or alternate levels as approved by
the department. fThis demonstration may occur through performance
of special studies approved by the Department. Alteration of the
chlorination requirements must still insure adequate treatment for

the control of bacterial growth in the cooling towers.

D. Water Discharges

1, Surface Water

a. Any discharges from the site stormwater/leachate
treatment system via the emergency overflow structure which result
from an event LESS than a ten-year, 24-hour storm (as defined by
the U.S. Weather Bureau Technical Paper No. 40, or the DOT
drainage manual, or similar documents) shall meet State Water
Quality Standards, Chapter 17-3, FAC.

b. Sampling of water guality in the aeration pond, the
cattail ponds, and an analysis of the tissues of the cattails
utilized as part of the leachate/stormwater treatment system shall
be conducted prior to pumping of leachate or stormwater through
this system to verify background levels and concentrations of any
metals, especially heavy metals, already present in the ponds or
the vegetation. Within three months after commencement of
stormwater/leachate pumping through this system, and guartarly
thereafter, the pond waters and cattail tissues, as well as root
detritus or other sediments on the bottom of the ponds shall again
be sampled to determine the degrce and effectiveness of heavy

metal uptake treatment in this system, and for correlation with

12




groundwater monitoring data. I1f analyses indicate that toxic
levels of materials are present in the cattail tissues, root
detritus, or other pond precipitates, then these materials shall
be incinerated or otherwise removed from contact with the natural
environment and groundwaters. Results of analyses conducted shall

be sent to the Department for review of system effectiveness,.

c. Leachate, stormwater, or other site wastewaters
which are to be spray irrigated shall be treated to conform to any
rules promulgated by the State for the land application of

wastewaters in areas not commonly accessible to the public.

d. Cooling tower blowdown shall not be discharged to

surface waters.

e. Upon satisfactory demonstration to the Department
that surface water quality will not be deteriorated, a special
pilot operation, in the field, to determine the environmental
effect of land application of process blowdown water from the
Resource Recovery PFacility may be allowed. This demonstration
will require submittal of background and system design data, and

provisions for monitoring as approved by the Department.
2. Groundwaters

a. All discharges to groundwaters, sucn as landfill
leachate, shall be collected and treated as necessary, Or
otherwise be of high enough quality, to be able to meet the Water
Quality Standards of Chapter 17-3.101, FAC, (Class G-TI

Groundwaters) at the boundary of the site.

b. 1If the groundwater monitoring system in the vicinity
of the aeration/cattail ponds indicates that groundwater quality
beyond the boundary of the site has been deteriorated by
substances leaching from these ponds, then these ponds shall be

lined or other Departmentally approved nmethods employed to reduce
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further leaching sufficient to insure attainment of groundwater

quality standards at the boundary of the site,

3. Groundwater Monitoring Program

a. Sampling of the shallow aquifer groundwater guality
shall be conducted in at least four wells in tha site vicinity.
One of these wells shall be up hydrologic slope from the landfill
area to provide current background data; one shall be locatad in
the immediate vicinity of the aeration/cattail ponds: and two
shall be located down hydroleogic slope from the landfill/spray
irrigation areas. Specific location of these wells may be
proposed by the applicant,. but must be approved by the

Department.

b. Operational background monitoring shall commence -at
least one year prior to operation of the resource recovery
facility. Construction of monitoring wells and the collecticn of
samples shall be in accordance with EPA recommended methods as
contained in Procedures Manual for Ground Water Monitoriag at
Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (EPA/530/SW-611). The wells shall
be deep enough to insure that groundwater samples can be ohtained
with the groundwater table elevation at its estimated lowest point
and shall be protected from damage or destruction. Samples shall
be anlyzed in accordance with the methods described in Chapter 17-
4, FAC. Analyses shall be performed by laboratories which are
approved by the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
to conduct analyses pursuant to Section 403,863, F.S., the State

Public Water Supply Laboratory Certification Progran.

c. The wells shall be monitored on a quarterly basis

for the following parameters:

Conductivity Arsenic Selanium
Nitrates Barium Silver
Tron Cadmium Chlorides
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CoD Chromium pH
Nickel Lead Copper
Aluminum Mercury Zinc

Total Coliform Bacteria

d. Reports shall be submitted in duplicate within 30
days of receipt of analysis results to the Department for

distribution to the appropriate review personnel,

e. The monitoring program may be reviewed annually by
the Department, and a determination made as to the necessity and
extent of continuation of the program. Aspects of the program
relation to sampling, monitoring, reporting, and related time
schedules may be modified in accordance with the provisions of

condition number XIT.

E. Solid/Hazardous Waste

1. Operation of the associated landfill shall he done in
accordance with all applicable portions of Chapter 17-7, FAC,
including prohibitions, procedures for closing of the landfill,
and final cover requirements, or, as provided in this condition
(XIV.E.) in its entirety.

2. Putrescible wastes shall receive daily cover. No cover
shall be required for the landfilling of only ash or
construction/demolition debris. Daily cover shall consist of a
six inch layer of compacted earth or other material approved by

the DER placed at the end of each working day.

3. Rodent and insect control shall be provided as necessary
to protect the health and safety of site employees and the opublic.
Pesticides used to control rodents, flies, and other vectors shall
be as specified by the Florida Department of Agriculture and

Consumer Services.
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4. A monthly report shall be prepared detailing the amount
and type (putrescible, special wastes, boiler residue, etc.) of
materials landfilled at the site, and the treatment provided (see
condition XIV,.E.2. above). These reports shall be furnished to
the DER Southwest District Office quarterly, commencing 120 days
after the Resource Recovery Facility becomes operational and is

producing residues.

5. Unless approved by the Department with subsequent
modification of conditions, this facility shall not accept
materials currently defined as "Hazardous Wastes", i.e.,

pesticides, volatile or radicactive material, etc.

6. No putrescible wastes shall be placed below the maximum
groundwater level unless permanent leachate controls are
installed. Methodology for permanent leachate controls shall be
submitted to the Department for review. Such methodology shall
not be implemented until approved by the Department. In the
absence of permanent leachate controls, demolition debris and
other non-putrescible items (other than boiler residue) shall be
utilized to separate the putrescible waste from the groundwater.
Boiler residue may be placed below the maximum groundwater level
without permanent leachate controls provided that the permittee
demonstrates that the residue will not contribute to a violation
of water quality criteria at the boundary of a zone of discharge
extending to the site boundary. Fly ash which has been segregated
or separated from bottom ash shall not be placed below the maximum

groundwater level without permanent leachate controls.

7. Separate cells and lifts shall be maintained for

landfilling putrescible wastes,

8. All cells will be constructed to promote leachate
drainage to a low end of the c¢ell; all leachate formed at the low
end of an active c=21ll shall be pumped to the aeration pond for

treatment.,

16




3. A chemical analysis of the boiler residue shall be
conducted within 30 days after commencement of operation, testing
at the minimum for levels of Cadmium, Chromium, Zinc and Lead to
determine the nature and potential toxicity or hazardousness of

the materials created in the combustion process.

10. Results from the residue analysis shall immediately bhe
sent to the Department and will be used to determine whether or
not these materials constitute a "Hazardous Waste" as defined by
Chapter 17-30, FAC; results of these analyses may also be used for
correlation with groundwater monitoring information and in any

subsequent modification of. conditions.

11. 1If residue material are determined to be a "Hazardous
Waste", then measures shall be taken to treat or dispose of the
residues pursuant to rules promulgated by either Federal or State

authorities.

12, If the nature of materials received at the facility
becomes altered, either due to modification of conditions, i.e,
the facility is allowed to incinerate already known hazardous
wastes sucn as pesticides, or if groundwater monitoring reveals
unusual groundwater conditions which may be attributable to the
landfilling of this residue, then a subsequent analysis may be

required at that time.

13. There shall be no discharge to the envircnoment of

poclychlorinated biphenyl compounds.

F. Operational Safegquards

The overall desiqgn and layout of the facilities shall be
such as to minimize hazards to humans and the environmenta.
Security control measures shall be utilized to prevent exposure of

the public to hazardous conditiors., The Federal Qccupational

1.7




Safety and Health Standards will be complied with during
construction and operation., The safety standacrds specified under
Section 440.56, Florida Statutes, by the Industrial Safety Section
"of the Florida Department of Commerce will be complied with during

operation,

G. Transmission Lines

The directly associated transmission lines from the
Resource Recovery Facility electric generators to the Florida
Power Corporation Gandy Substation shall be kept cleared without

the use of herbicides.

H. Noise

Operational noises shall not exceed local nolise

ordinance limitations nor those noise standards imposed by zoning.

XV. STATUS OF EXISTING PERMITS

No permit may be issued for sanitary waste landfilling
other than this Certification, for the area known as Bridgeway

Acres T1I.
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COMMISSIONERS

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN
BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
315 COURT STREET
CLEARWATER. FLORIDA 33516

W. GRAY DUNLAP
COUNTY ATTORMNEY

March 2, 1984 Received DER

MAR 7 1984

Karen A, Lloyd, Esqg. L
Southwest Florida Water : . PPS

Management District ,

2379 Breocad Street
Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712

Re: Pinellas County Application for Power Plan
Site Certification

Dear Ms. Lloyd:

Enclosed please find the original stipulation and recommended
order in this proceeding. Please execute same and forward to
the attention of Julie Cobb (Department of Environmental Regu-
lation} as soon as possible, It would be appreciated if you
could mail this to DER no later than Monday afternoon.

Thank you for your assistance in this regard.

VBC:dtr
Enc.

Very truly yours,

B0

Van B, Cook
Chief Assistant County Attorney

cc: Julie Cobb, Esg.
C. Laurence Keesey, Esqg.
Hamilton 5. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Bonnie Davis, Esq,

"PINELLAS COUNTY 5 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER”
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Received DER

STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS MAR 77 (984
RES
! _
IN RE: Pinellas County Resource ) U T e
Project; Application for Power ) Case No. 83-2355%
Plant Site Certification )

STIPULATION TO RECOMMENDED ORDER

The undersigned counsel to the parties to this proceeding

hereby stipulate to the entry of the attached Recommended Order

regarding site certification.

i, O Cosle

VAN B. COOK

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

For the Applicant, Pinellas County

JULIE COBB

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Assistant General Counsel for
Department of Environmental
Regulation '

KAREN A. LLOYD, Esqg.

2379 Broad Street _
Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712
For SFWMD

C. LAURENCE KEESEY. Esqg.

2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

For Department of Community Affairs

1566p/0033p




COUNTY COMMISSIONEIRS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
315 COURT STREET
CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33516

COMMISSIONERS

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN
BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE.-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

W. GRAY DUNLAP
COUNTY ATTORNEY

March 1, 1984
neceived DER

John Bottcher, Esqg.

Department. of Environmental
Regulation P PS

2600 Blair Stone Road . ‘

Twin Towers Office Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Recommended Order regarding Site Certification

Dear Mr. Bottcher:

Enclosed ©please find the recommended Order regarding site
certification which I believe reflects the agreement reached
between your office, Mr. Oven, and Pinellas County, prior to and
at the hearing conducted on February 29, 1984.

Assuming you have no objection to same, 1 would request that you
provide the hearing officer with the original and copies for
distribution to the parties. Please be sure to attach the
revised Conditions of Certification as Exhibit 1. However,
please do not release this Order until I have had an opportunity
to review and approve the revised conditions of certification.

The hearing officer indicated he would be able to sign this Order
early Monday morning. Furthermore, Mr. Keesey indicates that his
express approval is not required if the Order meets with Yyour
approval.

1 have referenced that this is. in fact, a stipulated recommended
order in paragraph 16 of the Conclusions of Law.

“PINELLAS COUNTY 1S AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"




Continuation of letter to Page Two
John Bottcher, Esg. ‘ :

March 1, 1984

Thank you for Yyour cooperation and that of the Department of
Environmental Regulation throughout these proceedings.

Very truly yours.

\\:LXM\ Cg;% i:;: E‘
Van B. Cook
Chief Assistant County Attorney

VBC:dtr
Enc.

cc: C. Laurence Keesey, Esqg.
Hamilton S§. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Bonnie Davis, Esgq.
Karen A. Lloyd, Esq.

17359/0033p




STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

IN RE: Pinellas County Resource ) :
Project:; Application for Power ) Case No. 83-23%5

Plant Site Certification

}

RECOMMENDED ORDER

REGARDING SITE CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to notice,

the Division of ~ Administrative

Hearings, by its duly designated Hearing. Officer, William E.

Williams, held a public hearing in this cause on February 29,

1984, in Clearwater,

For the Applicant:

For the Department
of Environmental
Regulation:

For the Department
of Community Affairs:

For Southwest Florida
Water Management
District:

For Public Service
Commission

Florida.

APPEARANCES

Van B. Cook

Chief Assistant County Attorney -
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

Julie Cobb

Assistant General Counsel
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tailahassee, Florida 32301

C. Laurence Keesey, Esq.
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

None
None Rece-\\]ed DEAR
war % 1980

pES




Oon or about September 6, 1984, the Applicant, Pinellas
County., filed an amended application for ©power plant site
certification to expand itslexisting resource recovery facility
with the Department of Environmental Regulation. The Division of
Administrative Hearings received a request from the Department of
Environmental Regulation for the appointment of a Hearing Officer
to conduct the hearings required by Chapter 403, Part II, Florida
Statutes. On September 19, 1984,.the Division of Administrative
Hearihgs received a statement from the Department of
Environmental Regulation declaring the application to be complete
as of September 6, 1984.

Oon January 19, 1984, the Applicant filed a Motion to
Expedite the certification hearing required by Chapter 403, Part
1I, Florida Statutes. Oon January 25, 1984, the undersigned
entered an Order scheduling a certification hearing for February
29, 1984 and requiring a pre-hearing stipulation, and issued a
Notice of Hearing. A pre-hearing stipulation was filed on or
about February 24, 1984.

A certification hearing as reéuired by Section 403.508(3).

Florida Statutes, was held pursuant to proper notice in

Clearwater, Florida. The notice published in the Florida
Administrative Weekly was four days less than the required 30 day
notice. Upon motion of the Applicant, and no other party
entering an objection, this defect was waived. The purpose of
that hearing was to receive testimony and evidence concerning
whether the location and operation of the proposed facility would
produce édverse effects on human health, environment, the ecology
6f the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of State waters and
their aquatic life:

would assure the citizens of Florida that opérational safeguards
are technically sufficient for their welfare and protection: and
.would effect a reasonable balance bgtween the need for the
faéility and the environmental impact resulting from construction
and Qperation. of the facility: as well as providing abundant,
low-cost electrical energy. ' The hearing inciuded an examination

of the following:
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The necessity for expanded electrical generation;

The expected environmental impact from construction
and operation of the resource recovery facility:

Operational safeguards of the facility:

The availability of abundant, low-cost electrical
energy:

Other public interests and issues relevant to certification
of the proposed site.
in addition, evidence relating to best availlable control
technology and the prevention of significant deterioration of
ambient air quality was presented.
The following parties entered appearances at or participated
in this proceeding: |
1. The Applicant, Pinellas County.
2. Florida Department of Environmental Regulation.
3. Florida Department of Community Affairs.
Having considered all testimony and evidence ©properly
admitted, having heard arguments of Counsel, and being otherwise
fully apprised herein, the following Findings of Fact.

Conclusions of Law, and Recommended Order are entered:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. A revised Application for power plant site
certification was filed by Pinellas County on September 6, 1984,
The Applicant proposes to expand its resource recovery facility,.
within the existing certified site, at which municipal solid
wastes are burned to produce steam-generated electrical energy by
the addition of a third boiler, additionél turbine-generator,
expanded cooling tower, a second stack, and related structures.
The residue from the burning of these wastés is processed for
recovery of metals and other valuable materials. The facility
includes a large landfill which is used for disposal of those
portions of the residue not amenable to recovery. Existing

transmission facilities connecting the facility to Florida Power

Corporation's Gandy Substation will continue to be utilized.




2. The resource recovety facility buildings are located on
approximately 20 acres within Pinellas County's existing
certified site. Areas of the plant site not previously disturbed
by landfilling or construcﬁion activities are occupied largely
either by pine flatwoods or wet weather ponds.

3. The existing resource recovery facility, certified in
July 1979, consists of a 50 megawatt steam-electric generating
turbine, two 1050 tons-per-day solid waste fired boilers: truck
weighing scales: a refuse collection and sewage pit, refuse
stoking equipment; magnetic and serrofluid separators; conveyors;
a four cell mechanical draft cooling tower utilizing treated
sewage effluent; effluent intake and outfall piping and
connections; a 161 foot flue gas stack; electro-static
precipitators; stormwater retention and treatment ponds:
stormwater spray irrigation fields: a sanitary landfill: and
control ditching. A 230 kilovolt transmission 1line and
ascociated structures runs East, South, and then East of the site
for appfoximately 1 and 1/4 miles. The proposed expansion of
electrical generation capacity is approximately 29 MW for a total
"capacity not exceeding 79}9 MW.

' The primary purpese for the facility is to dispose of
the c¢ounty's refuse and trash. There is a c¢lear need for
recovery facilities such as that proposed by the Applicant.

The Florida Public Service Commission has found that
the proposed facility expansion will increase electrical system
reliability and 1integrity and will maintain. the supply of
adequate electricity at a reasonable cost while reducing
dependence on fossil fuel. The Depaftment of Environmental
Regulation has found that construction of the resource recovery
facility permitted the closing of current landfills and reduced
the need for future landfill areas and in fact serves a
recognized need.

5. Impacts from site modification are miniﬁal in that all
new additions are adjacent to existing structures on previously

cleared land. No rare or endangered species have been observed

on the site.
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6. since 1978, refuse generation rates in Pinellas County
have risen faster than was anticipated. To meet the added demand
on the processing capacitf of the plant, expansion of the
facility 1is proposed. The reduction of landfill areas is
‘environmentally desirable and area residents, concerned about the
presencé of landfills near their home. should find the proposed
gite modification and visual barriers more attractive than
landfills.

7. Extensive measures have been 1incorporated into the
proposal and the conditions of certification so as to minimize
the environmental impacts from construction and operation.

8. Due to the isolated nature of the proposed site there
ie very little opportunity for public access during construction
and operation. In addition, traffic into the site will be
limited and controlled by fencing. The applicant has proposed
adequate measures o comply with both State and Federal health
and safety requirements.

9. The resource recovery facility is expected to produce

the following average volumes of water during normal daily

operations:
1. Cooling tower blowdown 279gpm.
2. Boiler blowdown 32gpm.
3. Cooling tower evaporation and drift 131llgpm.
4.  Boiler demineralization backflush water 45 gpm.
5. Sanitary wastes 50gpm.

The plant effiuents will be discharged to Pinelias County's South
Cross Bayou Sewage Treatment Plant. Any surface water impacts
would largely arise from stormwater runoff.. Perimeter ditches. a
central holding pond, and associated treatment facilities are
used to collect, contain, and treat runoffi originating on the
site. This collection and treatment system is of sufficient size -
to prevent any stormwater discharge from the site except during
periods of extremely heavy rainfall.

Groundwater in the vicinity is Class G-II (as defined by
Section- 17-3.401, Florida Administrative Code). Moveﬁent of the

shallow aquifer groundwater in the area is generally




Northeasterly at a rate of i to 10 feet per vyear. The area of
the site is underlain by a clay/marl zone which would tend to
slow the vértical migratioo of leachates. There has previously
been an impact on the shallow aquifer groundwater quality in the
.vicinity of the site due to adjacent landfilling operations and
saltwater intrustions. Leaching of the decomposition materials
from putrescible wastes has already altered the natural state and
quality of the shallow aquifer. Since landfill materials from
the resource recovery facility should primarily'be boiler residue
and non-putrescible wastes it 1s 1likely that any groundwater
‘impacts from these new landfill materials'will be much 1eso than
from previouoly landfilléd putrescible materials.

10. Leachates and drainage are minimized by allowing water
to run off the fill rather than being allowed to percolate
through the filled material. Leachate which does form by
percolation through an active fill Iis accumulated at the low
point of the active cell. This accumulation is pumped directly
to the aeration pond and is contained on site. At.no tine will
raw refuse be deposited in standing water.

Wastewater lea;es the aeration lagoon and enters two
water treatment ponds which have Dbeen designed to remove
nutrients and heavy metals from the runoff waters. " Upon leaving
the ponds, wastewater 1is chlorinated for bacteria and virus
control and pumped te the land on the Southern porﬁion of 'the
site.

11. Coﬂétruction activities are expected to produce air
pollutants from vehicular and heavy equipment exhaust emissions
and fugitive dust. During operation, expected stack emissions
will inolude particulate, sulfur dioxide, florides, 1lead, carbon
monoxide, hydrocarbons, mercury, beryllium, colorides. and oxides
of nitrogen. Odor is not expected to be a problem and control -
measures have been included in the proposal. An electro-static
precipitator has been included for the control of particulate
matter. There are no sulfur dioxide émission limitations for
incinerators:' however, if a sufficient volume of refuse 1is

incinerated. prevention of significant deterioration criteria may




be applicable. The Departmént has conducted a Best Available
Control Technology analysis for the resource recovery facility
and has proposed emission limitation rates for the facility.

12. During operation, refuse will be sorted for large items
or non-combustibles, the remaining refuse will be incinerated.
Following combustion, the residue will pass through a resource
recovery system designed to extract ferrous and non-ferrous
metals. The residue, approximately 2.1 percent'by weightrof the
original raw waste, will be landfilled on site. In thé event of
a facility shutdown, storage facilities at the processing plant
will be sufficient for storage of three to fou; days of incoming
waste. If the plant should remain out of ocperation beyoﬁd,three
to four days, incoming raw wastes would be landfilled at the
gite. The facility does not intend to accept hazardous wastes.

13. During and at the conclusion of the site certification
heariné. the public was given the opportunity to comment upon the
application for site certification. No one not a party pfovided
any verbal or written testimony, reports, or other evidence.

14. The Department of Environmental Regulation and the
Applicant have agreed ﬁhat no land use hearing was required
becausé the proposed expansion is within the previously certified
site. |

iS. The Applicant has accepted the proposed conditions of
certification (Exhibit 1) and has agreed to comply therewith if
certification is granted subject to a reservation of its right to
exercise the Modification of Conditions procedure referenced in
.Exhibit 1 and a further reservation of its rights to object, if
deemed necessary, to the application of any revised emission
limitation rates contained in Exhibit 1 to its existing
facilities. No objection to said reservationé was entered by any
party to this hearing.

16. The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation, the
Public Service Commission, the Division of State Planning and
Southwest Florida Water Management District, have all recommended
certification of the proposed resource recovery facility subject
to conditions. The stipulated conditions are attached hereto as

Exhibit 1.
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CONCLUS1ONS OF LAW

1. This proceeding was held pursuant to the Florida

Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Chapter 403, Part II. Florida

Statutes, and Chapter. 17-17, Florida Administrative Code, to

consider the subject application for site certification.

5 Notice in accordance with Chapter 403 and Chapter 120,

Florida Statutes, and Chapter 17-17, Florida Adninigtrative

Code, has been given to all persons and parties entitled
thereto, as well as to the general public. The defect in the

required time period for publication of the notice in the Florida
Administrative Weekly is deemed inconsequential and not
prejudicial and is therefore waived.

3. The purpose of the site certification-heaiing was to
receive testimony and evidence concerning whether the location
and operation of the proposed facility will produce minimal
adverse effects on human health, the environment, the ecology of
the land and its wildlife, the ecology of State waters and ﬁheir
aquatic 1life, and to fully balance the increasing demand for
electrical. power plant location and operation with the bread
interest of thel public as provided in Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes. |

4. The record of this hearing consists of all pleadings and
papers filed herein, including | the site certification
application, as amended, the transcripts of all hearings, all
orders enteréd by the Hearing Officer, as well as all evidence

and exhibits properly admitted.

5. Section 403.507(1)(a). Florida Statutes, provides that

the Depértment of Community Affaire shall present a report as 1to
the compatibility of the proposed electrical power plant with the

State comprehensive plan. The Department of Community Affairs

‘has made a report on the resource recovery facility and its

report and recommendation have been submitted and introduced into
evidence. The Department recommends certification subject to the

conditions in Exhibit 1.




6. Section 403.%07(1)(b), Florida Statutes, requires that

the Florida Public Service Commission prepare a report and
recommendation as to the present and future needs for electrical
generating capacity in the area to be served by the proposed
‘facility. Such a report and recommendation have been submitted
and introduced into evidence. The Public Service Commission
states that there will be some benefits derived from the
generating capacity addition of the resource recovery facility
and resulting reduction in oil consumption. The recommendation
of the Public Service Commission is that the Pinellas County
Waste Resoufce Recovery Facility be certified subject to the
conditions in Exhibit 1.

7. Section 403.507(1)(c), Florida Statutes, requires the

Water Management District in whose jurisdiction the resource
recovery facility will be located to prepare a report as to
matters within its jurisdiction. On September 22, 1983, the
Southwest Florida Water Management ﬁistrict stated it did not
. object to‘the proposed expansion and encouraged the continued use

of reclaimed water for such industrial non-potable needs.

8. Section 403.507(2). Florida Statutes, requires that the
Department of Environmental Regulation conduct or contract for
studies of the proposed electrical power plant including but not

limited to:

a. Cooling system requirements

b. Construction and operational safeguards

c. Proximity to transportation systems

d. - Soil and foundation conditions

e. Impact on sultable present and projected
water supplies for this and other competing
uses

f. Impact on surrounding land uses

qJg. Accessibility to transmission corrldors‘

h. Environmental Impacts.

such a report and recommendations have been submitted and intro-
duced into evidence. The Department of Environmental Regulation
recommends certification of the proposed facility subject to the

conditions of certification which are attached as Exhibit 1.

iae




9. The Applicant has accepted the proposed conditions of

certification (Exhibit 1) and has agreed to comply therewith 1if
certifigation is granted subject to a reservation of its right to
exercise the Modification of Conditions procedure referenced in
‘Exhibit 1 and a further reservaﬁion of its rights to object, if
deemed necessary, to the application of any revised emission
limitation rates contained in Exhibit 1 to its existing
facilities. No objection to said reservations was entered by any
party to this hearing.

10. The location and operation of the proposed facility., as
described by the evidence in the record, if made subject to the
conditions of certification attached, are expected to produce
minimal adverse effects on human health, the environment, the

ecology of the land and its wildlife, and the ecology of state

waters and their aquatic 1life. Section 403.502, Florida
Statutes.
11. The operational safeguards for the proposed facility

are technically sufficient for the welfare and protection of the |

_ecjtizens of Florida. Section 403.502(1), Florida Statutes.
12. The certification of the proposed facility is
consistent with the provision of abundant 1low-cost electrical

energy. Section 403.502(3), Florida Statutes.

13. The proposed air pollution control egquipment should
prevent the operation of the facility from causing significant
deterioration of ambient air quality in the vicinity.

14. Construction and operation of the facility satisfy the
prevention of significant deterioration criteria and the
aﬁplication of the Best Available Control Technology standards.

15. No land use hearing was reguired in this case because
the proposed expansion is within the previoﬁsly certified site
and responsible zoning or planning authorities are precluded from
changing land use plans or zoning ordinances so as to affect the
site by Section 403.508(2), Florida Statutes.

16. The parties rto this certification hearing  have

stipulated to this Recommended Order.
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RECOMMENDED ORDER

Having reviewed thé record of this proceeding. and based upon
the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth herein, it
is hereby recommended that certification, pursuant to Chapter

403, -Part II. Florida Statutes, be granted to Pinellas County for

the construction and operation of its resource recovery facility
expansion and associated facilities, as proposed in the amended
application and described in the record of this proceeding. it
is further recommended that this certification be made subject to
the conditions of certifiéation attached hereto as Exhibit 1.
However, pursuant to the stipulation of the parties to this
certification hearing., to the extent of .any conflict between
previously imposed Conditions of Certification and the proposed
Conditions of Certification contained in Exhibit 1 herein
pertaining to air quality. the revised Conditions of Exhibit 1
shall not apply to the existing facilities until the proposed
expansion which is the subject of this proceeding is operational.

at which time the Conditions of Certification (Exhibit 1 herein)

" shall apply and the previous Conditions of Certification shall be

deemed rescinded.
DONE AND ORDERED this day of : . 1984 in

Tallahassee, Florida.

WILLIAM E. WILLIAMS

Hearing Officer

Division of Administrative Hearings
The Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, Florida 32301




Copies furnished to:

Van B. Cook

Chief Assistant Pinellas County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

Julie Cobb, Esg. -

Assistant General Counsel

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

C. Laurence Keesey, Esq.

Department of Community Affairs

2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hamilton §. Cven, Jr.. P.E.
Administrator .

Power Plant Siting, DER
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Bonnie Davis, Esq.

Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 E. Gaines Street
Tallahasgsee, Florida 32301-8153

Karen A. Lloyd, Esq.
Southwest Florida Water Management District

2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712
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February 28, 1984

Mr. William E. Williams
Division of Administrative Hearings

2009 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

RE:
PA 83-18, DOAH Case No. 83-2355

Dear Mr. Williams:
" Attached please find an amendment to the power plant siting

application for the second phase of the Pinellas County Resource
The Department has not reviewed this proposed

Recovery project.
amendment sufficiently to determine if it is complete, sufficient
or If it provides reasonable assurance that air quality standards

will not be violated.
Sincerely,

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P
Administrator

Power Plant Siting §ect10n

HSOjr/sb
cc:.” A1l Parties

v

j

!

E. |



CERTIFILATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been
furnished by U.S. Mail this 28th day of February, 1984 to
the following named persons:

JOHN BOTTCHER, ESQUIRE

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blafr Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

VAN B. COOK, ESQUIRE

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, FL 33516

LARRY KEESEY, ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, FL 32301

STEPHEN A. WALKER, ESQUIRE

Southwest Florida Water
Management District

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, FL 33512-9712

HAMILTON S. OVEN, JR., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant S1ting Section

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301



COMMISSIONERS

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN

. BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN

GABRIEL CAZARES
CHARLES E. RAINEY
BARBARA SHEEN TQDD

February 27, 1984

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
«~  PHONE (813) 825-1565

%Received DER

FEB 28 1384

[

PPS

N P,

Administrator, Power Plant Siting Section
State of Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers O0ffice Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8241

Re: Air Emission

Dear Mr. Oven:

Enclosed herewith are proposed emission factors to be set in the Conditions
of Certification for Unit No.3, as ''not to exceed' values for the stipulated
averaging periods. As you will note, the averaging periods stated are
either of three (3) or twelve (12) month longevity. The County also
proposes to implement immediately a Department-approved monitoring program
at existing Units No. 1 and No. 2 to identify realistic short term emission
rates. After a test period of duration and frequency to be stipulated by
the Department, but prior to start-up of Unit No. 3, short term emission
limitations {based on actual test results), can be imposed.

Proposed Emission

No. Parameter Limitations (Unit 3) Averaging Times
1 $0 3 tbs S0, per ton refuse fired 12 mos.
2 NO, (as Noz) 3.5 1bs. NO, per ton refuse fired 12 mos.
3 co 1.5 1bs. CO per ton refuse fired 12 mos.

b, Lead 0.1 Ibs. lead per ton refuse fired 3 mos.

"PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"



Mr. Hamilton $. Oven, Jr., P.E.
February 27, 1984
Page 2

Computer modeling results utilizing these emission factors are also submitted
under this letter for Department review. These results indicate that neither
ambient air quality or PSD increment consumption are significantly effected
by plant operations,

It is requested that the Department make provisions in the Conditions of
Certification {para. X1, Modifications of Conditions), to include the
authority for the Secretary to modify Air Emission Limitations upon
completion of the approved monitoring program as described above.

Sincerely,

LT otk

D. F. Acenbrack, Director
Solid Waste Management

ACE:1tt
Enclosure
Modelling Data
cc: Dan Williams, Tpa DER Office
Gene E. Jordan, Dir, PWsU
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
W. W. Dasher, Dir, PW Opns
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Major Changes in
Modeling from Previous Submissions

The emissions for the one area source modeled has been
switched from S0, to TSP. This has brought some of the
cumulative SO, impacts down somewhat.

The TSP emissions for Unit 3 are assumed to be 0.03 GR/DSCF
as opposed to 0.08 GR/DSCF for Units 1 and 2. Lead emissions
are assumed to be proportional to TSP emissions for each unit.

The two stacks are now assumed to be split rather than at the
same location. Unit 3 stack is 135 feet north of Units 1
and 2 stack.

Building dimensions changed to: 104 ft. in height, 332 ft.
in length, and 80 ft. in width.

Hot spot analysis was done only for the PSD sources, all
three units, and Unit 3. Hotspots were analyzed only for
the 3 and 24 hr. SO, standards and the 1 and 8 hr. co
standards. The anaiysis was done within 500 meters of the
facility with a grid increment of 500 meters.

We reran the hot spot analyses without the wake effect to
determine if wake effects were causing high concentrations
to the west of the facility. We prepared a second set of
impact tables for both the average and maximum emissions
that use the hot spot runs without wake effects for those
receptors to the west where wake effects cannot occur.




ANNUAL AVERAGE EMISSIONS WITH WAKE EFFECTS

I1. ATR QUALITY ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTION

Available data indicate that emission levels as listed in Table II-1
are attainable by mass burn resource recovery facilities. These
emission levels at a throughput of 1,050 TPD will be used in the
modeling required for the PSD permit.

TABLE II-1
EXPECTED EMISSIONS {ANNUAL AVERAGE)

1b of Pollutant 1b of Pollutant
Pollutant per ton of MSW per hour

Particulate 0.5 22.0
Sulfur Dioxide 3.0 _ 131.0
Nitrogen Dioxide 3.5 ' 153.2
Carbon Monoxide 1.5 65.6
Hydrocarbons - 0.3 13.1

Lead 0.1 4.3
Mercury 0.01 ‘ 0.44
Beryllium 1.3 x 1076 5.7 x 1075
Fluorides 0.1 4.4
Chlérides ' 4;0 175 |

Table II-1 is expanded in Table II-2 to indicate the equivalent
emission factors used in the various parts of the Air Quality
Analysis. The Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) is a PSD
significant source for all criteria and several non-criteria
pollutants. Table II-3 lists the stack parameters used in the
analysis of this unit.

IT - 1



TABLE II-2
3rd UNIT
ANNUAL RRF EMISSIONS AND STACK PARAMETERS

Equivalent Factors

lb per

Pollutant ton MSW 1b/hr’ TPY gm/s
Particulate 0.5 .22 96 2.8
Sulfur Dioxide 3.0 132 577 ©16.6
Nitrogen Dioxide 3.5 153 673 ©19.4
Carbon Monoxide 1.5 66 288 8.3
Hydrocarbons 0.3 13.1 58 1.68
Lead 0.1 4.4 38 0.55
Mercury 0.01 0.5 -2.1 0.06
Beryllium 1.3 x 1078 5.7x1073 2.5x10"4 7.2x10~6
Fluorides 0.1 4.4 38 0.55
Chlorides 4.0 174 764 22

TABLE II-3

STACK PARAMETERS

Unit 3
Parameters Metric English
Volumetric Flow I18.0 m3/s 251,000 acfm
Stack Diameter 2.37 m 7.8 ft
Stack Height 49.1 m 16l ft
Exit Velocity | 26.8 m/s 88 ft/s
Exit Temperature | 5050K 4500F

IT-2



TABLE II-5
IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Averaging Peak Modeled

Pollutant Time Concentration Location?@
(ug/m3)
50, 3-hour 26.2 (100m, Om)
24~hour 12.6 (-100m, Om)
Annual 0.48 (1500m, 909°)
TSP 24-hour 2.1 (=100m, 0)
Annual 0.08 (1500m, 90°)
NO, - Annual 0.56 (1500m, 90°)
Lead 24-hour 0.42 (-100m, Om)
Quarterly 0.04 (500m, 90°)
Mercury 24-hour 0.042 (-100m, Om)
Beryllium 24-hour 5.5 x 1076 (-100m, Om)
Fluoride 24-hour 0.42 (-100m, Om)
Cco ' 1-hour A21.5 (300m, -100m)
8~hour 8.1 (=100m, Om)

T7018/8-24-83

8The locations of peak concentration are expressed with respect
to the location of Units 1 and 2 (0,0). The 3-hour and 24-hour
maximum locations are based on a Cartesian coordinate system

- while the others are based on a polar coordinate system.

II-6



: TABLE II-6
IMPACT OF THE ALL 3 UNITS OF RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT

Averaging. Peak Modeled

Pollutant Time Concentration Location®
(ug/m?) |
SOy 3-hour 86.7 {300m,~100m)
24-hour 47.3 (-300m,-100m)
Annual 1.44 (1500m,90°)
TSP 24-hour 7.3 (500m,247.59°)
Annual 0.51 (1500m, 90°)
NO, Annual 1.68 (1500m, 90°)
Lead 24~hour 1.46 (500m, 247.5°)
Quarterly 0.24 (500m, 90°)
Mercury 24-hour 0.16 (-300,-100m)
Beryllium 24-hour 2.0 x 1079 (-300m,-100m)
Fluoride 24-hour 1.6 (=300m,-100m)
CO 1-hour 54.2 {300m,-100m)
8-hour 26.9 (-300m,-100m)

T7019/8-24-83

The locations of peak concentration are expressed with respect to
the location of Units 1 and 2 (0,0).
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TABLE II-7
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT
AND OTHER MAJOR SQURCES OF 50, AND TSP

Peak
Averaging Background Modeled Cumulative ) a
Pollutant Time Concentration Concentration Concentration Location
(ug/m3) (ug/m3) (ug/m3) .
S0y 3-hour 476 269 745 (3000 m, 90°)
24-hour 104 96 200 (3000 m, 3159)
Annual 8.8 13.7 22.5 (8000 m, 67.5°9)
TSP 24-hour 89 46.8 135.8 (1000 m, 247.59)
Annual 44.6 4.1 48.7 (2000 m, 270°)
T7017/8-24-83
dThe locations of peak concentration are expressed with respect to the location of Units 1 and 2

(0,0) and are expressed in terms of a distance and direction.



TABLE II-8
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT
AND OTHER PSD SOURCES

Peak
Averaging Modeled PSD Class II
Pollutant Time Concentration Increment . .a
3 Location
(ug/m3) (ug/m) (Distance,direction
S0, 3-hour 253 512 (9000 m, 67.59)
24-hour 81 91 (8000 m, 157.59)
Annual ‘ 4.9 20 (8000 m, 67.59)
TSP 24-hour 7.5 37 (500 m, 247.59)
Annual 0.58 18 (1500 m, 90°)

T7016/8-24-83

@The locations of peak concentration are expressed with respect to the
location of Units 1 and 2 (0,0).




TABLE II~9
IMPACT OF THE PROJECT ON SO, AND TSP

NONATTAINMENT AREAS IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT

Location of Nonattainment Averaging Mcdeled Impact
Nonattainment Areas Pollutapt_rr_ _Time - pf_?;pject
Tarpeon Springs 50, 3-hour 3.4
24-hour 0.5
Annual 0.03
Tampa TSP 24-hour 0.11
Annual 0.006

T7015/8-24-83
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TABLE II-10
DE MINIMIS IMPACTS AS COMPARED WITH
MODELED IMPACTS FOR THE PROJECT

De Minimus Modeled
Pollutant Level Average Time Concentration
(ug/m3) (ug/m3)
Carbon Monoxide 575 8-hour 8.1
Nitrogen Dioxide 14 Annual 0.56
Particulate 10 24-hour 2.1
Sulfur Dioxide 13 24-hour 12.2
Lead 6.1 24-hour 0.42
Mercury 0.25 24-hour 0.042
Beryllium 5.0 x 1074 24-hour 5.5 x 107°
Fluoride 0.25 24-hour 0.42

T7014/8-24-83

II-11




BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
‘ R S 2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702

 COMMISSIONERS, . PHONE (813) 825-1565

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN

BRUCE TYNDALL , VICECHAIRMAN

GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

February 27

Mr._Hamiltton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator, Power Plant Siting Section
State of Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers O0ffice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road A Ceer
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8241 —_— ———

Re: Air Emission

- Dear Mr.

Enclosed herewith are proposed emission factors to be set in the Conditions
of Certification for Unit No.3, as ''not to exceed" values for the stipulated
averaging periods. As you will note, the averaging periods stated are
either of three (3) or twelve (12) month longevity. The County also
proposes to implement immediately a Department-approved monitoring program
at existing Units No. 1 and No. 2 to identify realistic short term emission
rates. After a test period of duration and frequency to be stipulated by
the Department, but prior to start-up of Unit No. 3, short term emnssuon
limitations (based on actual test results), can be imposed.

- Proposed Emission

No. Parameter Limitations {(Unit 3) Averaging Times
1 50, 3 1bs SOo per ton refuse fired .12 mos.
-NOX (as NO,) 3.5 tbs. NO, per ton refuse fired | 12 mos.
co 1.5 1bs. CO per ton refuse fired 12 mos.
Lead d.l 1bs. lead ber ton fefuse fired = 3 mos.

“PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"
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COMMISSIONERS

JOHM CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN
BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES

CHARLES E. RAINEY

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

| BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA

Received DER 315 COURT STREET

CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33516

FEB 24.’?984 W. GRAY DUNLAP

COUNTY ATTORNEY

PRS

February 24. 1984

Mr. William E. Williams

Division of Administrative Hearings
The Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

PA 83-18, DOAH Case No. 83-2355

Dear Mr. Williams:

Enclosed please find the original and one copy of the Pre-Hearing
Stipulation for the above-referenced matter.

The delay in providing this Stipulation to you was occasioned by
further discussion between Petitioner and the Department of
Environmental Regulation which took place through the first part
of this week. As a result of those discussions, additional
matters were agreed to thereby narrowing the ijssues and facts to
be determined at the hearing on February 29, 1984. Accordingly,
I was unable to obtain counsels' signatures and still provide
this document to you as soon as possible.

I am, therefore, by copy of this letter. requesting that counsel
for the Department of Environmental Requlation and the Department
of Community Affairs arrange to stop by your office to sign the
original Stipulation and file any exceptions to same. A copy of
the Stipulation 1is being hand delivered this date to said
counsel. I also intend to confirm this arrangement by telephone

with all counsel.

“PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"




Continuation of letter to Page Two
Mr. William E. Williams
February 24, 1984

1 am further requesting that counsel for the Southwest Florida
Water Management District indicate his position with regard to
thig stipulation in writing as soon as possible.

Respectfully submitted,

| l\,’M (5 QTUk/

Van B. Cook
Chief Assistant County Attorney

VBC:dtr
Enc.

cc: John Bottcher, Esg.
Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Larry Keesey, Esq.
Stephen A. Walker, Esq.

1698q/0033p
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Received DER

STATE OF FLORIDA FEB 24 1984

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS :
: BRS

sl

In Re: PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY
PROJECT, Application for Power Case No. B3-2355

Plant Site Certification

PRE HEARING-STIPULATION

_Pursuant to the Hearing Officer‘*s Order dated January 25,

1984, Petitioner submits this pre-hearing stipulation:

(a) Nature of Controversy -

In 1979 Pinellas County, Floridé feceived site
certification for a steam electric generating resource recovery
facility. In September, 1983 Pinellas County submitted a new
application for a third boiler at the previously certified site.
The proposed project will be a third résource resource recovery
boiler designgd to increase total solid waéte processing capacity
to 3,150 tons per day, with steam generated from the new boiler
increasing the gross capacity of the plant by approximately 29MW
(gross). The certification hearing regquired by Section 403.508,
Florida Statutes, is for the purpose of determining whether the
Petitioner's application for the location and operation of the
proposed fécility will produce minimal adverse effects on human
health, the environment, the ecology of the land and its wild
life, the ecoiogy of sﬁate waters and their aquatic life, and to
fully balance the increasing demand for electrical power plant
location and operation with the broad interest of the public as
provided in Chapter 403. Florida Statutes.

(b) Statement of each party -
Petitioner. Pinellas County - It is the position of
‘the Petitioner that its application for site certification of its
proposed addition to 1its resource recovery facility should be
granted as"meetiﬁg the requirements and criteria of the

applicable provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

NN
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Department of Environmental Regulation -

DER recommends certification of the Petitioner's
application if the Petitioner agrees to abide by conditions of
certification proposed by the Department.

Public Service Commission -

The PSC has concluded a need exists for the expanded
facility.
| Department of Community Affairs -

DCA has concluded that for the most part the proposed
addition meets most of the objectives, goals, and policies of the
State Comprehensive Plan and concludes that the Jincreased
negative land use (and othet) impacts generated by thé proposed
facility expansion are outweighed by the benefits the expansion
would provide 1in: (1) reducing the amount of landfill area
needed, (2) recovering metals, and (3) producing electrical power.

Southwest Florida Water Management District -

This department does not object to certification and
encourages the wuse of reclaimed water for its 1industrial
non-potable needs as proposed inVPetitionet‘s application.

(¢c) Exhibits - |

1. Petitioner, Pinellas County's revised
application for powér plant site certification of the proposed
boiler expansion at its resource recovery facility.

2. The report of the Department of Community
Affairs required by Section 403.507(1)(a). Florida Statutes.

5. The report from the Public Service Commission
required by Section 403.507(1)(b)., Florida Statutes.

4. The report of the Southwest Florida Water
Management District required by Section 403.5%507(Ll){¢)}. Florida
Statutes.

5. The report required by the Department of
Environﬁental Requlation required by Section 403.507(2)., Florida
Statutes, dated January ~27. 1984, as amended, including

conditions of certification.
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6. (Composite) Air quality emission data and
modeling results.
7. Ambient Air Quality data for site and vicinity.
8. Land Use Plans, zoning 6rdinances and diagrams
.for the site and general vicinity.
(a) List of Witnesses -

Robert J. Van Deman
1728-72nd Ave. No., St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

*Expert witness - Engineering, Resource Recovery Facilities
James C. Andrews :
440 Bell Lane. Milton, Florida 32570

*Expert witness - Environmental Sciences

Andrew Szurgot
Signal-Resco Inc., 10 UOP Plaza, Des Plains, Illinois 60016

*Expert witness - Environmental Engineering

D. F. Acenbrack

2800 110th Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33702
*Expert witness - Civil Engineering

Hamilton §. Oven, Jr., B.E.

Administrator, Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32301

*Expert witness - Power Plant Siting

Peter A. Hessling :
Pinellas County Department of Environmental Management
440 Court Street, Clearwater, Florida 33516

*Expert witness - Air Quality

Larry Allen
Management Analysist _
440 Court Street, Clearwater, Florida 33516

(e) Facts which are admitted -
Those facts contained in Petitioner's application
for site certification (Exhibit 1), the Department of
Environmental Regulation's staff analysis (Exhibit 5). and the

reports required of the parties pursuant to section 403.507.
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Florida Statutes (Exhibits 2, 3, and 4). except to the extent
same are conflicting or inconsistent 1in said exhibits, or are
specified in (g) herein or are typographical, or are technical in
nature and non-substantive or not material. Specifically
included are those facts contained in Petitioner's application
and the Department of Environmental Regulation's staff analysis
pertaining to the general description of the proposed expansion,
a general descripfion of the site and facilitiés. a general
description of the need for the facility. and existing land use
and =zoning regulations. Also specifically 1included are the
findings of Ffact. contained in the report of the Florida Bublic
Service Commission. pertaining to electrical system reliability
and integrity and maintenance of an adequate electrical supply at
a reasonable cost while reducing dependence on fossil fuel; the
Department of Community - Affairs' findings pertaining to
alternative energy technologies and fuels, resource conservation
and recovery, reuse of waste water, aesthetics, flooding, and
l1and use compatibility: the Southwest Flbrida '~ Management
Districts' findings. pertaining to the wuse of water; thé
Department of Environmental Regulations'’ findings pertaining to
cooling system requirements, construction and operational
safeguards, proximity to transportation systems, soil and
foundation conditions., impact on suitable present and projected
water supplies. impact on surrounding land uses, and .

accessibility to transmission quarters.

{(£) Igsues of law agreed to -

These proceedings are being held pursuant to
applicable provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes,
pertaining to power plant site certificatioﬁ: statutory notice
requirements have been complied with, providing notice tor all
persons and parties entitled thereto, as wWell as to the general
public, with the exception of any technical defect pertaining to
the required number of days prior notice, which shall be the
subject of a motion for walver of said defect as further def ined

in (j) herein; the record of the hearing shall consist of all




pleadings and papers filed therein including site certification
application, as amended, the transcripts of all hearings, all
orders entered by the hearing officer., and all other evidence and

exhibits properly admitted: that the applicant and other parties

‘to this proceeding will comply with the applicable provisions of

Chapter 403, Florida Statutes pertaining to power plant site
certification, and that the proposed facility is consistent and
in compliance with existing land use plans and zoning ordinances
and no land use hearing is required or necessary.

(g) Issues of fact to be litigated -

1. - The appropriate emissions linitations and
control technology pertaining to air gquality (i.e. as contained
in the protosed conditions of certification of the Department of
Environmental Regulation).

2. The. design and construction reguirements for
an electrostatic precipitator (i.e. contained 1in proposed
conditions of certification),

3. Chlorination treatment requirements (i.e.
proposed conditions of certification),

4. Appropriate treatment of cooling tower blow
down (i.e. pfoposed conditions of certification),

5. Appropriate materials for daily cover (i.e.
proposed conditions of certification).

6. Permissible materials which may be placed

below maximum ground water levels and a definition of "fly ash"

(i.e. proposed conditions of certification).
(h) Issue of law to be determined -

1. | Whether the reports. réquired pursuant to
Section 403.507, Florida Statutes, recommend certification of the
proposed facility.

2. Whether the Department of Environmental
Regulation recommends certification of the proposed facility
subject to the Department's recommended conditions of
certification.

3. Whether the Department  of Environmental
Regulation's proposed conditions of certification are apprépriate

and, if not, what conditions of certification are appropriate.
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4. Whether the location and operation of the
proposed facility, as described by the evidence in the record,
and subject to certain conditions of certification are expected

to produce mwinimal adverse effects on human health, the

‘environment, the ecology of the land and its wild life, and the

ecology of state waters and their agquatic life.

5. Whether the operational safeguards for the
proposed facility are technically sufficient for the welfare and
protection of the citizens of Florida.

6. Whether the certification is consistent with
the provision of abundant low cost electrical energqy.

7. Whether proposed air pollution control
equipment will prevent the operation of the facility from causing
significant deterioration of ambient air quality in the vicinity.

8. Whether the construction and_operation of the
proposed facility will satisfy the prevention of significant
deterioration criteria in the application of the best available
control technology standards. |

9. Whether certification. including conditions of
certification, can or should be made applicable to the
applicant's previous site certification granted July 20, 1979.

(1) Rules of evidence -

No disagreement.

(1) Motions -

Petitioner and the Department of Environmental
ﬁegulation intend to move instanter at the hearing in this cause
for the waiver of any technical deficiency in notice requirements
pertaining to the number of days of advance notice prior to the
hearing.

(k) Signatﬁres -

o O leske

VAN B. COOK
Chief Assistant County Attorney
for Petitioner, Pinellas County




oo b e

JOHN BOTTCHER, Esq.
Department of Environmental
Regulation

LARRY KEESEY, Esq.
Department of Community Affairs

STEPHEN A. WALKER, Esgq.
southwest Florida Water
~ Management District

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been hand
delivered to JOHN BOTTCHER, Esq., Department of Environmental
Regulation,lzsoo Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, FL 32301, and LARRY
KEESEY, Esq.. Department of Community Affairs, 2571 Executive Center
Circle East., Tallahassee, FL 32301, and furnished by U. S. Mail to
STEPHEN A. WALKER, Esgq. Southwest Florida.Water'Management District,
2379 Board Street, Brooksville, FL 33512-9711, this 24th day of

February 1984.

Bk

VAN B. COOK

SPN 72241

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

(813) 462-3354

1533p/0033p:




cc John BoHcher

® ®
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

2379 BROAD STREET, BROOKSVILLE, FLORIDA 33512-9712
PHONE (504} 796-7211 SUNCOM 684-0111

« BRUCE A. SAMSON, Chasrman, Tampa « Wm. 0. STUBBS. IR, Vice Chairman, Dade City =
= JAMES H. KIMBROUGH, Secretary, Braoksuilic = RONALD B. LAMBERT, Treasurer, Wauchula
- DONALD R, CRANE, JR., Assistant Secretary, St. Petersbury « MARY A KUMPE Assistant Treasurer, Sarasota +
+ WALTER H. HARKALA, Plant City + JACK STRAUGHN, Winter Haven » MICHAEL ZAGORAC, JR., Belfearr «

* GARY W. KUHL., Execurive Director «» STEPHEN A WALKER, General Counsel
* JAMES M. HARVEY, Deputy Executive Directar « )

February 10, 1984 Received O

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P. E, 1
Administrator, Power Plant Siting Section

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

Re: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project

The Southwest Florida Water Management District submitted its report pursuant to
Section 403.507(1)(c), Florida Statutes, on September 22, 1983, respecting the subject
application for proposed boiler expansion at this previously certified resource recovery
gite.

Such report is contained within the report prepared by the Department of Environmental
Regulation and approved by the Secretary, including attached Conditions of Certification
on January 27, 1984,

The Distriect has no further comment to submit and wishes to advise that its
September 22, 1983 report is its final Report.

Further, the District has no objection to an expedited final hearing but it does not expect
to participate therein.

EPHEN A. WALKER
General Counsel

SAW/KAL/d

ce: G. W. Kuh!
W. D. Courser

CONSERVE WATER TODAY FOR TOMORROW
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Bl PLOR‘ LY
. "Or“"ﬁ é“.\ss\" DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702 PINSLLAY
COMMISSIONERS PHONE (813) 825-1565

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN
BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN

GABRIEL CAZARES
CHARLES E. RAINEY [ sYSTEM M)

Received DER

()

February 7, 1984
FEB 10 984

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E. ;~ PRS
Administrator v

Power Plant Siting Section

State of Florida

Department of Envirommental Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FI, 32301-8241

Dear Mr. Oven:

Enclosed is a six month summary of the virus and Legionella moni
program being conducted at the Pinellas Resource Recovery Facility by
the HRS Epidemiology Research Center, This report is submitted as
supplementary information to the Alternative Disinfection Proposal for-
warded to the Department on January 13, 1984,

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,

D. ¥, Acenbrack, Director
Solid Waste Management

ACE:xlb
Enclosures
cc: Dan Williams, DER Tampa
Gene E. Jordan, Dir. PW&U
W. W, Dasher, Dir. PW Opns
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attormney

"PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"
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1esiih & Rehabilitative Services |

Epidemiology Research Center
© 4000 Vest bBuffalo Avenue, Tampa, Florida 33014

Received Dl

Jituary 10, 1984

D. F. Acenbrack, Director FEB 10 tooa
Solid Waste Managemdnt .
Pinellas County Solil Waste System
2800 110 Avenue, North

St. Petersburg, FL 33702

PPS
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Dear Mr. Acenbrack:

Enclosed is a six month summary of our virus and Legionella monitoring at
the Resource Recovery Facility. I must apologize for not sending you a three
month report, which accQFding to the date of the contract would have been in
August, Unfortunately, we did sample the facility in May but due to problems
with the mobile 1aboratofy and our other commitments, samples were mnot obtained
in June. Therefore, I believe the official starting date should be 7-20—-83 as
stated in the report. We will just ignore the May samples. They were negative

anyway.

My major concern is whether or not this will pose any problem for the
fiscal officers. I read the Purchase Order carefully. Because there is no
cut—off date, there should be no problem in extending the work to July 19, 1984,

as opposed to May, 1984,

1 am more than pleased with the results to date. That one isolate as far
as 1 am concerned can be attributed to a faux pas on the part of the design of
the Northwest Treatment Plant. It is being fitted now for alum feed and we will
hope that breakthrough will not recur.

The inveolice for the six months work has been submitted to the Firance
Department, 315 Court Street, Clearwater, as requested on the Purchase Order.

If you have any questions abdut the report, please feel free to contact

me.

Sincerely,

7 .
l",- 7,;i‘._:: /{ Lo T
vy

Flora Mae Wellings, Sc.D.

Director
FHMW: ms Epidemiology Research Center

e RECEIVED

JAN 131984
# 6{3 4/6
PIlELLAS COURTY
SOLID VWASTE DZFT.




SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT

VIRUS AND LEGIONELLA SURVEILLANCE
AT THE SOLID WASTE RESOURCE AND RECOVERY FACILITY
PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
January 10, 1984

By
Flora Mae Wellings, Sc.D.
Director -
Epidemiology Research Center
State of Florida
Department of Health & Rehabilitative Services
Office of Laboratory Services
4000 West Buffalo Avenue
Tampa, Florida 33614
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

After six months of surveillance for viruses and Legionella at the Solid
Waste Resource Recovery Facility, virus was demonstrated only once (7-20-83) iﬁ
the recirculated water. This éas probably due to a direct by—pass of high
solids confaining.water from the inflow to the circulating blogﬂdown_waters.
This cannot be considered as a significant finding.in view of the preponderance

of negative samples. No Legionella have been demonstrated.




VI.)GICAL MONITORING AT PINELLAS.UNTY
SOLID WASTE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Virological monitoring of the Pinellas County Solid Waste Resourcé Recovery
Facility was initiated on July 20, 1983. The cooling water for the facility was
obtained from the City of St. Petersburg's Northeast Wéstewater Treatment Plant
(NEWTP). Because these waters were treated extensively, i.e., secondary bio—
logical treatment, clarification, alum coagulation, filtration, and chlorinatién,
few, 1f any, viruges were anticipated to be present in the reclaimed water.

In addition to the.yirﬁl monitoring, samples were précesse& for thé presence
of lLegionella organisws. These have been demonstrated, though infrgqﬁentlf, iﬁ
coéling tower waters in gther area; of the country.

This report covéré the first sixrmonths of surveillance activities .

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sample Collection

Three samples were obtained monthly from the NEWTP, from the chlorinated
reclaimed water entering the Resource Recovery Facility and from the recirculated
water which represents the blow—down water.

Virus Concentration X

Viruses in the small inf;pent samples were concentrated by the polfethyiene
glycol (PEG) hydroextraction metﬁod. Briefly, this consisted of placing the 500
mL sample into a dialysis tubing with a 24 A pore size clampled shut.at one end.
After filtering, the other end was securely clamped and the tubing exposed to PEG
overnight at 4;C. The following morning thé-residual in the tubing was caféfully
removed into a ste?ile container and the tubing thoroughly washed with eluting
medium at pH 9., This was added to Ehe sterile beaker containing the 1nitiai
residual and the supension was subjected to sonicationm. Following thig, the
éuspension was céntrifugéd'énd_filtgrgd to remove bacteria, treatedAgith anti-

biotics and stored at —70°C until assayed for virus.




Viruses in large samples were concentrated by thtelulosc nitrate
Millipore filter technique. A 50 gallon sample was collected in a plastic‘drum.
With the addition of sufficient 10 NHCl and MgCLy*6H;0, a pH 3.5 and a magnesium
ion ;oncentration of 0.05M were achieved. Celite (diatomaceous earth) was added
to prolong the 1ife of the membranme. The prepared sample was passed under
pressure through.a 0.45 um pore sized Millipore filter(s). Following filtration,
the filter(s) was eluted lg_gigg_with 500 mL of elﬁting medium at pH 9.0. - Ehe
filtrate was placed in a resealable plastic bag. The membrane(s) was placed in
a reséﬁlable plastic bag(s) containing approximately 50 mL of eluting medium. All
samples and wembranes were held at 4°C fo? transport to the base laboratory. :
Here the filtrate was further concentrated.by PEG hydroextraction as.was'the.
eluting medium in each of the membrane filter bags following thorougﬁ éxtraction
in the S;omacher Apparatus. Concentrates were held at 4°C untll assayed.

Virug Assay

Copcentrates were thawed rapidly at 37°C, tested for toxicity by inoculation
into tube cultures of Buffalo green monkey (BGﬁ) kidney cells. If toxicity was
not noted, specimens were inoculated in 0.5 mL‘amounts onto BGM cell cgltures inv
25 ca? plastic bottles. If the-concentrate wgfe toxie, 1t would be extracted with
chloroform before inoculation. After a two hour adsorption period during which
the botfles were slowly rocked on a mechanical.rocker, the bottles were overlayed
with a maintenance medium containing agarose, followed in 72 hours by a second
comparable overlay containing neutral red. Observations for plaque forming
units (PFU) were made dailj for fourteen days. Individuai plaques were picked

and inoculafed into BGM tube cultures to confirm the PFU and to produce sufficient

virus for identification.

Virus Identification

. Virus identification was based on neutralization tests using pooled immune

sera in the microneutralization method in plates.
. . 9
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Three 1000 wl, (1L) water samples were ohtalned aseptically on a nmntﬁly
basis. Sodium thiosulfate was added tu a stevile contalner and the contalner
fillod carcfully. Samples were held at amhirnt temperatures until delivered
to the base labﬁratory.

Lepionella Concentration

The sample water was passed through one or more 47 mm, 0.4 um Nucleopore
membrane filters under vacuum. The filters were placed in 10 mL of the filtrate
and sonicated to dislodge organisms from the filter. A portion of the resulting

suspension was acidified to pH 2, plated on beef buffered charcoal yeast extract

(BCYE) agar and incubated at 37;C for 4 to 5 days. Positive‘controls included
Legionella inoculated samplé water and filtered sample water. . )

Typical colonies wére picked and transferred to BCYE agar at 37°C and 20°C
and to Tryptone Saga agar.at 37°C and 20°C; Those colonies growing only on
BCYE agar at 37°C were considered to be Légidnella isolates.

RESULTS

Influent

Relatively large numbers.. of . viruses entered the NEWTP over the study period,
ranéing fromla'low of 72.67 PFU/L to a high of 2}13.33 PFU/L ﬁith an average of
2201.60 PFU/L. (See Table‘; in Appendix) Thé results 9f fhe December samples
are not complete so these data represent a five month period.

Reclaimed Water

No virus was demonstrable in the reclaimed water entering the Resource

Recovery Facility.

Blow—-down Water

The only virus isolate obtained was from a 21 gal sample of blow—down water

on 7-20-83. Three samples were obtained but only one yielded a virus which was

—3=
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entified as cnxsacLlc type BS.  Basud on the volum?

..'::-:up],t‘.d tll Jday, the

awthr 1 of PFUJL was 0.004.

Lepionella Studies

No Lerionella isolates were obtained from the 24 liters of water tested
even though the residual chlorine in the blow—down water was inactivated at the

t ime of collection. (See Table &4, Appendix.) All controls were positive.

DISUCSSION

The single isolate obtained from the blow—down water was unexpected. How-—
ever, it does reaffirm the fact that viruses are never homogencously distributed
in any medium. There are probably several possible explanations for the virus
being present in the recirculated waters. The most likely is that it entered the
recirculation cycle directly from the inflowing reclaimed water. This opinion
is based on the fact thaf on 7-20-83, the reclaimed water was difficult to .
filter, i.e., only 30 gal could be processed through two filters, whereas,
usually 50 gal were filtered without difficulty. (See Table 2, Appendix.)

The same problem occurred with the recycled water, but it was even more pro—
nounced. VThe three specimens processed that day required three filtgrg each
for thé 20 gal, 18 gal and 21 gal_samples, whereas, on other days, only two
filters were used for processing 50 gal. (See Table 3, Appendix.) This
usually indicates that solids are present which prematurely clog the membranes.

It should be noted that the recirculated water was sampled before the
reclaimed water. It is possible that a surge of poorly treated reclaimed water
entered the circulation system during the sampling period. By the time the
reclaimed water was sampled the surge, which may'have contained the bulk of the
virus, was abating because the amount of water that could be processedAper filter

had increased to 15 gal versus the 6 to 7 gal/filter of the reclrculated water.

-ty



' Why this shouldzve occurred is not clear. However, during the sﬁme period
the Northwest Wastewater Treatment FPlant (NWWTP) on several occasions had to
discharge their effluents into the distribution lines. At that plant, there {is
no alum feed and the filter is a dual media constant backwash filter which at
times does not function as efficiently as it should. The fact that no virus

was demonstrable in the NEWTIP reclaimed water during this period would appear to
strengthen the theory that the problem stemmed from the NWWIP.

The failure to isolate Legionella organisms may be due to the high level of
chlorine maintained in the blow—down water or éue to ;he fact that the numbers
present are below detectéble-limits. The number of samples were-douﬂied in
November and December but still no Legioneli;'were dem;nstrated.‘:~;” |

The technique is being aitered in two aspects to enhance the-éénsitivity éf
the test. First, large volumes (25 gal) will be filtered on site and the membranes
returned to the laboratory for frocessing. Secondly, several approaches will be
tried to reduce the final volﬁﬁe to a level where the éntire cqnéentrate can be

assayed economically. Through these concentration procedures, we should increase

the sensitivity of the test significantly.
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TABLE 1

INFLUENT — NORTHEAST WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

Volume Number of Average Number
Date Tested (mL) PFU of PFU/L/Month
07~26-83 500 2109
500 169 | - >287.33
500 ZlSl_ .
08-16-83 500 21 . ,
500 : 17 : . 272.67
500 o o
09-20-83 ~oso0 T eTd - : N
500 Ry 7Y - .. 2159.33
500 YN S
10-18-83 500 si| Lo
500 31{ o 75.33
500 25 | S
11-30-83 . 500 2240 .
: 500 >240 >413.33
500 >140
>201.60

Average - --




TABLE 2

Station 12C — Influent - Resource Recovery Facllity

PFU PFU AVERAGE NUMBER OF
ACCESSION VOLUME DAY DAY  FINAL PLAQUE FORMING UNITS
NUMBER DATE TESTED 7 14 PFU PER SAMPLE PER LITER  FILTER pH
J-18 07-20-83 IWHE 0o 0 0 MCX2% 3.5
J-19 30 gal
J-20 IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 3.5
J=-21 30 gal
J-22 IWHE 0 0 .0 MCX2 3.5
J-23 © 30 gal |
J-33 08-22-83  IWHE 6/6%% . 0 " MCX2 3.5
J-34 50 gal : '
J-35 " IWHE ¢ 0 0 - MCX2 3.5
J-36 50 gal
J-37 " 08-23-83 . IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 . 3.5
J-38 - 50 gal '
J-48 09-19-83  IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 3.5
J=49 Ce 50 gal :
J=50 IWHE 6o 0 0  MCX2 3.5
J=-51 50 gal _ -
J-61 10-17-83 IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 3.5
J-62 50 gal .
J-63 IWHE o0 o0 0 . MCX2 3.5
J-64 50 gal :
J~65 IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 3.5
J~66 50 gal
J~79 11-29-83 IWHE 0. 0. O MCX2 .S
J~80 50 gal _
J-81 IWHE 0 o0 O MCX2 3,
J-82 50 gal o
J—-83 IWHE 0 0 0 “MCX2 3.
J-84 50 gal { :

% Y2 = Number of membrapes'used.
#*xToxic after chloroform treatment.

(Continued)




. TABLE 2 (Continued)

Station 12C ~ Influent — Resource Recovery Facility

FFU_ PFU AVERAGE NUMBER OF
ACCESSION VOLUME DAY DAY FINAL _PLAQUE FORMING UNITS
NUMBER DATE TESTED 7 14 PFU PER SAMPLE PER LITER FILTER. pH
J-97 12-12-83  IWHE o 0 0 MCX2 3.5
3-98 | 50 gal
J-99 IWHE o o 0 MCX2 3.5
J-100 50 gal
J-101 TWHE 6.0 0 L MCX2 . 3.5
J-102 50 gal - C ' :

—3A—




ot Station 21 -~ Blow-down Water

tm-‘u PFU AVERAE.FUMBER OF

ACCESSION VOLUME DAY DAY FINAL.  PLAQUE FORMING UNITS .

NUMBER DATE TESTED 7 14 PFU PER SAMPLE PER LITER FILTER pH
J-12 07-20-83  IWHE 0 o 0] ' . MCX3* 3.
J-13 20 gal

I-14 IWHE o o o | 0.3 © 0.004  MCX3 3.
J-15 18 gal : -

J-16 IWHE " 0 0 1  MCX3 .
J-17 : 2] gal | - _

3-27 08-22-83 THE 1. 0 0 0 L CoMex2 - 3l
J-28 50 gal . o I L C
3-29  IWHE 0o 0 o NS 1o * SR
J-30 50 gal| - S L
3-31 IWHE 0 0 o CoMex2 3.
J-32 50 gal o

J-42 09-19-83  IWHE 0o o 0 " Mex3 3.
J-43 . 50 gal ' o '

J-44 IWHE 0 0 0 - ~ MCx3 3.,
J-45 50 gal . S

3-46 . mwmE] o o 0 ' 0o Mex3 3.
J-47 ' 50 gal :

J-55 © 10-17-83  IWHE 0 © o oMCx2 3..
J-56 ' 50 gal | - e

J-51 '. ' IWHE 0o -0 0 | T mMex2. 3.
J-=57 . ) 50 gal o : o

'J-59 o IWHE ‘0 0 0 S : MCX2 3.
J-60 } 50 gal '

3-70 11-29-83  IWHE 0o o 0 MCX2 3.
J-71 50 gal | |

1-72 IWHE 0o o0 0 : | ' MCX2 . 3.
J-73 50 gal : o

J-74 . - " IWHE o o 0 o oMcx2 3.
J-75 = : - 50 gal . e

: : i . (Continued)
* X3 = Number of membranes ‘used. o , U
**Serologically identified as Coxsackie virus B5 - -

~hA=




TABLE 3 (Continued)

Station 21 - Blow—down Water

PFU PFU AVERAGE NUMBER OF
ACCESSION VOLUME DAY DAY FINAL PLAQUE FORMING UNITS
NUMBER DATE TESTED 7 14  PFU PER SAMPLE PER LITER FILTER pH
J-91 -+ 12—-12-83 IWHE 0 0 4] MCX2 3.5
J—-92 50 gal
J-93 IWHE 0 0 0 MCX2 3.5
J~94 .50 gal : - :
395 - IWHE o o 0 : . MCX2 3.5
J-96 _ 50 gal i
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. TABLE 4 .

LEGIONELLA RESULTS SUMMARY

T Volume " Number of Number Growing
. Tested (L) Suspect Colonies Tested at 37°C in BCYE Only
ate
s=z=—=83 1 12 0
17-20— v 1 35 | 0
1 4 0
g im=B3 1 41 0
08 1 16 0
1 0 0
o t—r=E583 1 6 0
09—=== 1 0 0
1 8 0
783 1 5 0 -
10— 1 4 0.
1 7 0
| z3—33 1 4 0
n= 1 1 0
1 0 0
1 2 0
""" 1 3 0
1 10 0
- 1 0 0
1 1 0
"1 4 0
1 1 0
1 3 0
e
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February 6, 1984

Mr. William E. Williams

pivision of Administrative Hearings
The Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, Fiorida 32301

RE: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Project
PA 83-18, DOAH Case Ho., 83-2355

Dear MrQ_H111iams:

Enclosed please find copies of the News Release, newspaper
notice and Florida Administrative Weekly notice for the power
plant site certification hearing for the Pinellas County Rexource
Recovery Project.

Sincerely,

Ham{lton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator
Power Plant Siting Secticon
B8Ojr/sb

cc: All Parties
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For Routing To District Offices l

MIO Qther Than The Addre: T
State of Florida |To Loctn.: _M

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION Fo Lactn.: ?
To: t.octn.: ;
INTERCFFICE MEMORANDUM lerom: _Dev (ool oate: L 2LLE |
Reply Optional [ ] Reply Requireg [ | Info. Oniv [ ]
Date Que: ______ . Date Dus:
TO: Hamilton Oven, Jr., Professional Engineer, Administrator

Bureau of Permitting

THROUGH: Rodney S. DeHan, Administrator P}}S
Groundwater Section

FROM: Don Kell, Engineer &B F”
Groundwater Section

DATE: January 31, 1984
SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Plant: Treatment of

Tertiary Waste Water Makeup to Cooling Towers

We have no adverse comment regarding Pinellas County's
proposal.
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Florida Adminsstrative Weekly

Vol 10, Nu. 5, February 1Y 1984

The Depariment of Environmentul Hegulation announces a
public hearing scheduled by the Eavironmental Reyulation
(‘cmmission Lo which interested persons are invited.
DATE AND TIME: February 29. 1984, 9:00 AM.
PLACE: Fourth Floor Conference Rooms. Twin Towers
Ruilding. 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tullahassee, Florida.
PURPOSE: To receive testimony and public comment and
tnke wetivn on management, including project elevation,
hivpass. and removal. of the Fiscal Year 1984 Priority nnd
Advance Aliowance Lists for Wastewuter Treatment Works.
Projeets potentially subject to priority list manageent
action are Ukaloosa County 644100 (RPA 1.D. Numbert, St
Frrershurg 6371090, Key West 485080, and Atiantic Beach
P0G A projuct potentially subject 1o Advance Allowance
List management action is Williston 649020,

For farther information, contact the Bureau of Wastewstor
Maenagement and  Grants, 2600 Hlair Stone  Head,
Talighassee, FI, 32301.

Florida llepartment of Environmental Regulation
anpounces a public hearing to which the public is invited.
DATE AND TIME: February 29. 1984, at 10:00 a.m.
PLACE. finellas County Courthouse, 5th Floor Assembly
Koom, 315 Court Street, Clearwuter. Florida

PURPOSE. To conduct 4 hearing relative tu the effecis of
Pinellas Caunty’s proposed site for & 29 megawatt Resource
Recovery power plant 8s required by the Florida Electrical
Power Plant Siting Act, Sectien 403.508. Florida Statutes.
Mr William Williams, Hearing Officer. will conduct the
hearing. Anyume wishing to become a party to the
proceeding should copiact Mr. Williams at the Division of
Administrative Hearings. the Oukiand Building, 2009
Apalachee Parkway, Tulluhassee. Floride 3230:.

The Florida Public Service Commission announces a hearing
ta be held in the following docket, to which all interested
persons are invited.

Docket No.o 930377-EGU —
cogeneration ruley.

DATE AND TIME: Tuesday. February 14, 1984, 9:30 A M.
PLACE. Room 106, Fletcher Ruilding, 101 East Gaines
Street, Tullahassee, Florida 32301

PURPOSE: To conclude hearing held on January 14, 1954,

Proceedings 1o implement

The Florida Public Service Commission announces a kearing
tu be held in the following docket. 1o which ul! interested
persons are invited.

Docket Nu. 330465-F 1 — Petition of Florida Power and
Light Company for an increase in rates.

DATE AND TEME: Monday, February 20, 1954 1200 —
4.30 PM. and 6:00 - 8:30 PALL

PLACE: Holiday Inn Riverfront. Clipper Room, 2065 West
Ist Srreet. Fart Myers, Florida

FURPORE. To permit membets of the public 1o Kive
te-timony regarding the tutes and service of Floride Power

451

- The

amd Light Company. The procedure at this hearing will be as
follows: the Company will present a briet summary of its
cuse und then membery of the public may present testimony.

The Florida Public Service Comminsion annocnees a hearing
ter be held in the following docket, to which all interested
persons are mvited.

Daocket No. 820519-WS — Application of Ocean Reef Club,
Inc. for ceriificates Lo operate u waler and sewer utilivy in
Monroe County, Florida.

DATE AND TIME: Thursday, Febhruary 23, 1984, 10:00
AN

PLACE: Key Lergo Holiday Inn. African Queen Meeting
Ruom. Mile Marker 100, US1, Keyv Largo, Florida
PURPOSE: Ta allow the Commission an opportunily to
hear evidence in support of the positions of the pertics and (o
resulve those issues consistent with the laws of the State of
Floride and Commission palicy.

The Northwest Florida Water Management District
announces a public hearing tu which all interested persons
are invited.

DATE AND TIME: February 23, 1984, 1:15 EST
PLACE: Auditorium, Apslachicola River and Bay National
Fstuarine Sanctuary, on Market Street adjacent to Mill
Pond in Apalachicola

PURFOSE: To incorporate ununticipated funds into the
current operating budget.

A COPY OF THE AGFENDA MAY BE OBTAINED by
contacting Ann Roberts, Agency Clerk. Northwest Florida
Water Management District, Route 1, Box 3100, Havena,
Florida 32333, (904)487-1770

Southwest Florida Water Managemeat District
unnounces the fullowing public hearings and meetings to
which all interested persons are invited:

PEACE RIVER BASIN BOARD

DATE AND TIME: Wednesday, February 5. 1984 a1 10:00
a.n.

FLACE: Bartow Sub-District Office, 2020 SK 66 Exast,
Bartow, Florida

PURPOSE: Consideration of Basin Business

A capy of the agenda for anv of the above meetings or
hearings may be obtained by writing to the Southwest
Florida Water Management District, 2379 Broad Strest,
Brouksville, Florida 33512.

[t & person decides to appeal any decision made by the hoard
with respect to any matter cunsidered al a hearing or these
meetings, he will arved & record of the proceedings, and for
such purpose he may need Lo ensure that 2 verbatim record
of the proceedings is made. which record includes the
testitneny and evidence upon which the uppeal is to be hased.




BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

. S COUNTY, FLORIDA
Recel\!ed W 315 COURT STREET

CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33516

COMMISSIONERS {FEB

-3 1984
JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN , " '
BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN . W. GRAY DUNLAP
GABRIEL CAZARES : COUNTY ATTORNEY
CHARLES E. RAINEY ; : BES

BARBARA SHEEN TODD

February 1, 1984

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section
‘Department "of Environmental Regulatlon
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Re:

Pinellas County Site Certification

Dear Mr. Oven: .

This letter is to confirm arrangements made over the telephone
regarding the time of our forthcoming meeting. The meeting will
be held on Monday. February 6, at 10:30 A.M. at your offices. I
will be accompanied by Messrs. Dunlap, Jordan, Acenbrack and

Andrews.

Very truly yours,

Chief Assistant County Attorney
VBC:dtr
cc: John Bottcher, Esq.

D. F. Acenbrack, Director Solid Waste
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
Gene Jordan, Director of Public Works

1539q/0023p .

"PINELLAS COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"



. f .or Routing To District Offices

i And/Of To Othar Than The Addraszas

R

Siate of Florida | Ta: Loetn.:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION iTo: Loctn.: i
;To: Loctn.: i

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM From: Date: !
iFleolv Cptional { | Reply Reguired { ) info. Cniy [ 1}
?Datn Dua: Date Due: i

TO: Mr. Buck Oven, Power Plant Siting %@&
THROUGH: Dr. G. J. Thabaraj, Chief, BWA C‘@ @
Administrator of Biology Sectio 0[’ l’&

Dr. Landon T. Ross, Chief Biologist _ _ﬂﬂ,«f”:—-ﬁxﬁ

FROM: Leslee A, Williams, Biclogy Section :FAU\) ' p&””’;’:‘f%‘u
(4

DATE: January 31, 1984

SUBJECT: Monitoring - General; Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility "=

As requested, I have reviewed the document entitled "Proposed Cooling
Tower Makeup Treatment Plan for Tertiary Treated Wastewater at the Pinellas
County Resource Recovery Facility" and have prepared the following comments
for your consideration. :

The treated effluent from both the City of St. Petersburg's Northeast
Wastewater Treatment Plant.and the Largo Wastewater Plant appears to be of
high quality, that is, equivalent to tertiary treatment technology.

Through the wvirus monitoring studies conducted by Dr., F. M, Wellings,
the chlorination practice used at the St. Petersburg Plant is sufficient to
reduce virus to a '"no detection" level. The described treatment level of
the Largo Facility seems to be similar to St, Petersburg, although viral
studies have not been done.

I have no objection to the use of an alternate chlorine compound in lieu
of chlorine dioxide for the purpose of disinfection in cooling tower makeup
waters, However, until the Largo Facility demonstrates the same high level
of effluent treatment through virus monitoring studies, T would caution
against a total chlorine residual determination rather than the specified
free chlorine residual as a measure of disinfection levels. Oxidizing
biocides. for the control of slime growth in the cooling towers will, of
course, be periodically necessary, in any case.

Upon the demonstration of a "no detection" viral level in the Largo
effluent, I see no further problems with the proposed treatment plan.

LAW/cdw
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1. Applucunon number B3- 18 for- certification o
authorize construction and operation of an addition to
an electrical power plant near Pinellas Park, Florida, is
now pending bafore the Deportment of Environméntal
Regulation, pursuant to the Florida Electrical .Power
Plant Siting Act, Part II, Chopter 403, F.S.

2. The resource recovery facility site is located in Pi-
nellas County within the existing Pinellas County Re-
source Recovery Facility property 2 miles northeost of
Pinellas Park, south of 114th Avenue, north and west of
28th Street North. The proposed additional plant will
consist of one 1050 ton per doy solid waste-fired unit
with a 29 MW turbine generotor, The power plont will
be owned by Finellas County.

3. The Department of Environmental Regulation has
evalucted the opplication for the proposed power
plant. Certitication of the plant would aflow its con-
struction and operation. The opplication ond the De-

available for public inspection at the following ad-
dresses:

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tollohasses, Florida 32301

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
Southwest District Office

75601 Highway 301 North

Tompa, Fiorida 33610

PINELLAS COUNTY

Deportment of Solid Waste Manogement
2800-110th Avenue Morth

5t Petersburg, Florida 33702

HERNAMNDOQ COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND ZONING ’

156 East Jefferson

Brooksville, Florida 33512

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

2379 Broad Street [South U.S. 41)
Brooksville, Florida 33512

4. Pursvant to Section 403.508, Florida Statutes, the
certification hearing will be held by the Division of Ad-
ministrative Hearings on February 29, 1984, ot 10:00
a.m., at the Pinellas County Courthoute, 5th Floor As-
tembly Room, 315 Court Street, Clearwoter, Florida,
in order to take written or ordl testimony on the effects
of the proposed electrical power plont or any other
matter appropridte to the comidorahon ol tite,

NOTICE OF CERTIFICATION-HE
CONSTRUCT AND OPERAT
ONASITETOBE LOCATED NE

N

pottrient’s analysis of the impocts of the plant ore -

. (3) Any ogency whosé properties or works are belng

Need for. the focility hos bééen pred-hrmnbcl by i“
Public Service Commission ot o separate hbhring erf-
fen comments may ba sent to William Wilidms (Hea"nﬁ
Officer) at Division of Administrotive Hedrings, 2009
Apalachee Parkway, Tallahoises, Florida! 32301,

or belors Februury 21,1984, . REEE NI 1..
5. Pursuont to 403. 508(4) F.5. (u) Pérties 1o thi
proceeding shall include: the applicant; } thé Public Sér-
vice Commission; the Division of State P|annmg; the
watér management district as defined in Chapter 73,
in whose jurisdiction the proposed elacirical power
plant is to be located; and the Départment. (b} Ugon
the filing with the Départment of o otice of intent to
be a party at least 15 days prior 16 the datd fet for the

:lond use hearing, the following shall ulso be partiei o

the proceeding:

1. Any county or municipality In whose |urisd|chon 1ho
proposed slecirical powsr plant s to be located. o
2. Any state agency rot listed in pcragrcph {a) o8 Io
moattérs within its jurisdiction,

3. Any domastic non-profit corporation br ussociaﬂon
formed in whele or in part to promote comervohon or
natural beauty; to protect the envnronmgnf persénal’
hedlth, or other biclogical valyes; to preserve historicol
sites; to promote consumer interests; to represent tabor,
commerciol of industrial groups; or_to promote orderly
development of the areti in which the prwo!dd alechrl-
cal power plant is to ba located, P

(¢} Notwithstonding parogroph (4) (d), $iturs of an
agency described in subparagraphs ) (4) (b)) ond
{4) {b)2 1o fils a notice of intent o be a party within the
time provided herein shall conititete a taiver of the
right of the ogency to purllclpuli aa par?y in the pro-
ceeding.

(d) Other porties may include any porson, mcluqu

. thosa persons_sruferated in-paragraph {4) {b) who

failed to timely filé o notice of intént to bé o party, §
whose substantial inférests are affected and being de-

- terminéd by the proceeding and who timsly file a mo-

tion to intervene pursuant to chapter 120, F 5., and ap-
plicable rules. Intervention pursuont to this purugtuph
may be granted ot the. discretion of the doslgnafod
hearing officer and. upon such conditions as he may
prescriba ony time prior to 15 days bo'ore fhe com-
mancement of the ceriification hearing, -

offected pursuant to +,403.509(2): shall- be made o
porty upon the request of the dopwhncnl of the appli- &
cont. ¥
6. Thoss wishing to Infervene in H!esb ptocndlnqs -
mutt be represented by on ottorney.of ofhcf person
who con be determined to be qualified to appear in ad-
ministrative procesdings pursuont to Chapter 120
F.S., or Chapter 17-1.21, FAC.

CLEARWA
. "POP. 86,270}
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Buck -- here are the only sufficiegncy gyuestions [ have on
Pinellas County:

Section 3,4.1 - When available, please provide the evaluation
results of the blowdown sumﬁ water disposal on tidal wetlands.
Section 2.2. - When was the site rezoned from M-1 to P? While
ewe recall the omission of the Commercially zoned parcel, we do
not rec011eét the Public zoning Being done as part.of xhe

certification's Tand use/zoning ratification.




© State of?orida

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

OFFICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION (904) 488-9334/5————

Victoria J. Tschinkel
Secretary

January 27, 1984
Kathy Cavanaugh

TALLAHASSEE - Certification to authorize construction and operation of
an addition to an electrical power plant near Pinellas Park is pending be-
fore the Department of Environmental Regulation, and a hearing on the sub-
ject is scheduled for Feb. 29 in Clearwater.

The site of the resource recovery facility is located in Pinellas Coun-
ty within the existing Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility property
two miles northeast of Pinellas Park, south of 114th Avenue, and north and
west of 28th Street North.

The propﬁsed additional plant will consist bf one 1050-ton per day
solid waste-fired unit with a 29 MW turbine generator. The power plant
will be owned by Pinellas County.

The DER has evaluated the application for the proposed power plant.
Certification of the plant would allow its construction and operation. The
application and department anaiysis of the impacts of the p]an£ are avail-
able for public inspection by contacting Buck Oven, (904) 488-0130 in Talla-
hassee.

The Feb. 29 certification hearing by the Division of Administrative
Hearings will begin at 10 a.m. at the Pinellas County Courthouse, 5th Floor
Assembly Room, 315 Court Street, Clearwater.

Need for the facility has been predetermined by the Public Service

Commission at a separate hearing.




Written comments may be sent to William Williams (Hearing Officer)
at Division of Administrative Hearings, 2009 Apalachee Parkway, Talla-
hassee, Florida, 32301, on or before Feb. 21.

# # #
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Best Avallable Controeol Technology (BACT) lDetarmination
Public Works and Utilities
Pinellas County

The applicant plans to construct a third municipal solid waste
fired boiler to increase the throughput of the existing resource
recovery facility located in Pinellas County, Florida. The
proposed mass burn Martin combustion system will be similar to
the two existing units. The new unit will be capable of
incinerating 1050 tons per day of municipal waste, and will
increase the solid waste processing capacity of the facility to
3150 tons per day.

The proposed mass burn unit is designed for a heat input of 411
million Btu per hour based upon a waste heat content of 5000 Btu
per pound. This added unit will increase the processing
throughput of the facility to allow incineration of the solid
waste expected to be generated over the next ten years,

Potential Air Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)

Particulate - 109 (25)*
Sulfur Dioxide - 377 {(40)*
Nitrogen Oxides - 377 (40} *
Carbon Monoxide - 288 (100)*
Lead - 58 (0.6)*
Beryllium - .0002 (.0004)%
Mercury - 2.1 (0.1)*
Hydrogen Fluoride - 28 (3)*

* Regulated Air Pollutants - Significant Emission Ratés.
Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.500, Table 500-2

The steam generated will be used to produce electrical power for
distribution into the peninsula grid system. The new source is
being reviewed according to Florida Administrative Code Chapter
17-17, Electrical Power Plant Siting and Rule 17-2.500,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration. The Bureau of Air
Quality Management is performing the air quality review and the
BACT determination for the siting committee., The certification
number for the existing facility is PA 78-11.

BACT Determination Reqguested by the Applicant:

An electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to control
the discharge of particulate matter at 0.03 gr/dscf, or less,
corrected to 12% COp. The ESP will also control lead,

beryllium and mercury emissions, Sulfur dioxide emissions will

be limited by firing municipal waste, a low sulfur content fuel.
Burner design and operating procedures will be the methods used to
limit NOx emissions. .



Burner controls will be installed to minimize the emission of O
due to incomplete combustion.

Date of Receipt of a BACT Application:

September 7, 1983

Date of Publication with Florida Administrative Weekly:

September 16, 1983

Review Group Members:

Bob King - New Source Review Section
Clair Fancy - Central Air Permitting
Tom Rogers - Air Modeling Section
Jim Estler - SW District Qffice
Jacob Stowers - Pinellas County DEM

BACT Determination by DER:

Pollutant Emission Limits

Particulates 0.03 grains/dscf, correct=d
to 12 percent 20,

Sulfur dioxide _ 83 pounds/hour
Nitrogen Oxides 132 pounds/hour
Carbon Monoxide 66 pounds/hour
Lead 1.3 pounds/hour
Mercury 3200 grams/day {11
Visible Emissions 10% opacity

[1] When more than 2205 lb/day of municipal sewage sludge 1is
fired, compliance with the mercury emission limit shall be
demonstrated in accordance with 40 CFR 61, Method 101 Appendix
B - :

Compliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur oxides
and nitrogen oxides will be demonstrated in accordance with
Florida Administrative Code Ruls 17-2.700, DER Methods, 1,2,3,5,6
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A; Method 7. Compliance with the opacity
limit shall be demonstrated in accordance with Florida
Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700{(6)(2)9., DER Method 9.

A continuous monitoring system to measure the opacity of
emissions shall be installed, calibrated, and maintained in
accordance with the provisions of Rule 17-2.710 - Continuous




Monitoring Requirements. The CEM must be installed and
operational prior to compliance testing,.

BACT Determination Ratiocnale

The proposed mass burn combustion unit will have a charging rate
more than 50 tons per day, and therefore, subject to the
provisions of 40 CFR 60.50, Subpart E, New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS). The NSPS for particulate matter emissions is a
rate not to exceed 0.08 grains/dscf corrected to 12 percent COj.
The applicant has proposed to limit the particulate emissions rate
not to exceed 0.03 grains/dscf corrected to 12 percent CO;. An
electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to control
particulate emissions at the proposed rate. The two existing mass
burn units have a permitted particulate emission limit not to
exceed (.08 grains/dscf (NSPS).

The Department agrees that the use of an ESP is an air pollution
control technology currently capable of achieving the 0.03
grain/dscf particulate emission limit, and is considered BACT for
this source. The baghouse is another control device capable of
achieving the particulate emission limit determined as BACT, but
was not recommended for two reasons: 1) the existing combustion
units use ESPs, therefore the spare carts inventory is minimized,
and 2) maintenance and operating personnel havs experience with
this type of control device.

The mercury emission limit is the National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR 61.50, Subpart E, for
municipal waste water sludge incineration plants. The proposed
source would be subject to the provisions of NSPS, 40 CFR 60.150,
Sewage Treatment Plants, if more than 2205 pounds per day (dry
basis) of municipal sewage sludge is charged. The Department has
determined the emission limit for mercury to be 3200 arams per day
applicable only when more than 2205 pounds per day (dry basis) of
municipal sewage sludge is charged into the mass burn combustion
unit. The Department has determined the limit for SO, emissions
to be 83 pounds per hour. The amount of SO; generated when
burning municipal type waste is less than the S0, emissions from
the burning of distillate fuel oil containing 0.5 percent sulfur
and the use of low sulfur fuel o0il is considered one method of
controlling SO, emissions, therefore, the installation of a flue
gas desulfurization system is not warranted.

The combustion of plastics can result in the emission of acid
gases, such as hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride.

Polyvinyl chloride (PVC), cne of the many polymers, has been
implicated as causing the most serious disposal problem due to the
release of HCl gas when burning. This problem has long been
realized resulting in other polymers being used in packaging.




Polypropylene and polystyrene, for example, produce carbon
monoxide or the monomer styrene when burned. Both HCl and HF are
hydrogen halides and are soluble in water. A water scrubbing
system will remove approximately 75% of the HF and HCl gases.

The Department does not believe the air quality impact due to
these emissions justifies the cost of installing a wet scrubber
system,

During combustion of municipal solid waste, NOy is formed in

high temperature zones in and around the furnace flame by
oxidation of atmospheric nitrogen and nitrogen in the waste. The
two primary variables that affect the formation of NOy are the
temperature and the concentration of oxygen. Techniques such as
the method of fuel firing, the distribution of combustion air
between overfire and underfire air, exhaust gas recirculation and
decreased heat release rates have been used to reduce NOy
emissions. A few add-on control technigques such as the catalytic
reduction with ammonia process and the thermal de-NOy are still
experimental, and are not considered to be demonstrated
technology for the proposed project.

In their application, the applicant proposes to use the
distribution of combustion air between overfire and underfire air
technigue to minimize NOy emissions. The proposed NOy

emission rate is 132 pounds per hour as indicated in their air
quality analysis. Annual emissions of NOyx will be 577 tons.

This level of control is judged to represent BACT.

Lead emissions from the incinerator occur because this element is
present in varying amounts in the solid waste. The inlet
temperature of the ESP is estimated at 425-475 °F. At these
temperatures the lead emissions should be in a nonvaporous state,
and will be removed in the ESP along with the rest of the '
particulates.

The visible emissions opacity limit is based on operating data
from the two existing units.

Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where there
is insufficient air. Incomplete combustion will also result in
the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of smoke
or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons.
Incomplete combustion results in the loss of heat energy to the
boiler. The Department agrees with the applicant that BACT is
‘the use of state-of-the-art boiler controls to insure sufficient
underfire and overfire air so that the emissions of products. of
incomplete combustion are minimized. The proposed CO emission
rate is 66 pounds per hour. This level of control is judged to
represent BACT.

The air guality impact of the proposed emissions has been
analyzed. Atmospheric dispersion modeling has been completed and
used in conjunction with an analysis of existing air quality to
determine maximum ground-level ambient concentrations of the




pollutants subject to BACT. Based on these analyses, the
department has reasonable assurance that the proposed source at
the Pinellas‘County RRF, subject to the these BACT emission
limitations, will not cause or contribute to a violation of any
PSD increment or ambient air guality standard.

Details of the Analysis May be Obtained by Contacting:

Department of Envirgonmental Regulation
.Bureau of Air Quality Management

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Recommended by:

C. H. Fancy, Deputy Bureau Chief

Date:

Approved:

Victoria J, Tschinkel, Sacretary

Date: .




January 27, 1984

Mr. William E. Will{ams

Division of Administrative Hearings
The Qakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, fFlorida 32301

RE: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility
PA 83-18, DOAH Case No. 83-2355% '

Dear Mr. Williams:

Attached please find a copy of the Department's staff analysis
report for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility as re-
quired by section 403.504(8), F.S.

Sincerely,

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section
HSOjr/sb

cc: A1l parties



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Notice has
been furnished in person or by U.S. Mail this 27th day of
January, 1984 to the following named persons:

VAN B. COOK

SPN 72241

Chief Assistant County Attomney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, FL 33516

JOHN BOTTCHER, ESQUIRE

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

LARRY KEESEY, ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, FL 32301

STEPHEN A. WALKER, ESQUIRE
SWFWMD
2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 33512-9712

BONNIE DAVIS, ESQUIRE

Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gafnes Street
Taliahassee, FL 32301-8153

HAMILTON S. OVEN, JR., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Si1ting Section

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301



! STATE OF FLORIDA Q
DI™MSION OF ADMINTSTRATIVE HESRINGS

In Re: PINELLAS COUNTY RESQURCE RECOVERY )
PROJECT, Application for Power ) .
Plant Site Certification ) CASE NO. 83-2355
) .
)
)

NOTICE OF HEARING

A hearing will be held in this case in 5th Floor Assembly

Room, Pinellas County Courthouse, 315 Court Street, CLEARWATER, FLORIDA

at 10:00 a.m. ;, Oor as soon thereafter as can be heard, on

FEBRUARY 29, 1984 . Continuances will be granted only

by'order of the Hearing Officer for good cause shown.

ISSUES: Whether the subject power plant siting avplication

should be approved.

AUTHORITY: Section 403.501, et seq., Florida Statutes.

The parties shall arrange to have all witnesses and evidence present at
the time and place of hearing. Subpoenas will be issued by the Hearing Officer upon
request of the parties. All parties have the right to present oral argument and to
cross—-examine opposing witnesses. All parties have the right to be represented by
counsel or other qualified representative, in accordance with Rule 28-5.1055, Florida

Mot

Administrative Code.

January 25, 1984

(Date) ITLLIAM E. WILLIAMS
Copies furnished: Hearing Officer
Division of Administrative Hearings
See attached page The Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
(204) 488-9675



CASE NO. 83-2355

John Bottcher, Esq.

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Larry Keesey, Esq.

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Stephen A. Walker, Esqg.

Southwest Florida Water
Management District

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712

Van B. Cook, Esq.

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

In Re: PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE
RECOVERY PROJECT, Application
for Power Plant Site Certification

CASE NO. 83-2355

O RDER

THIS CAUSE having been scheduled for hearing on

. FEBRUARY 29, 1984 , it is
ORDERED:
1. Counsel for all parties shall meet together

no later than ten (10} days prior to the date agreed upon
for £inal hearing in this cause and shall:
{a} discuss the possibility of settlement;

{b} stipulate to as many facts and issues
as possible;

(c) draw up the prehearing stipulation
required by this Order:

(d) examine and number all exhibits and
documents propesed to be introduced
into evidence at the hearing;

{e) furnish opposing counsel the names and
addresses of all witnesses:

{£) complete all other matters which may
expedite the hearing in this case.

2. Counsel for Petitlioner shall initiate arrange-
ments for the attorneys' conferences. However, all attorneys
in this cause are charged with the dutv of meeting in such
conferences and of complying with the schedule set forth in

this Order.




3. The prehearing stipulation shall contain:

{a)

{b)

(c)

(a)

(e}

(£)

(g)

{(h})

(1)

(3)

{k)

& concise statement of the nature of the
controversy;

a brief, general statement of each party's
position; .
a list of all exhibits, which shall be
prenumbered, to be offered at the hearing,
noting any objections thereto, and the
grounds for each objection;

a list of the names and addresses of all

~ witnesses intended to be called at the

hearing by each party. Expert witnesses
shall be so designated;

a concise statement of those facts which
are admitted and will require no proof

at the hearing, together with any reserva-
tions directed to such admission:

a concise statement of those issues of law
on which there is agreement: '

& concise statement of those issues of
fact which remain to be litigated;

a concise statement of those issues cf law
which remain for determination by the
Hearing Officer;

a concise statement of any disacgreement

as to the application of the rules of
evidence; ‘

a list of all motions or other matt
which require action by the Hearing

=]

and

the signature of counsel for all parties,
|

4. The parties shall file their prehearing stipu-

lation no later than ten (10} days prior to the date set for

firal hearing in this cause. Failure to comply with the

requirements of this Order may result in cancellation of

the hearing on the Hearing Officer's ocwn motion.




DONE ANMD QORDERED this 25th dav of January '

1984, at Tallahassee,

Copies furnished to:

See attached page

Florida.

A
7, 3 / o
Jiloor 2L, Slattn i
WitpIaM B, WILLIAMS
Hearing Officer
Division of Administrative Hearings
Oakland Building
2009 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, Florida 32301
904/488-9675

FILED with the Clerk of the Division
of Administrative Hearings this
day of January , 1984.




CASE NO. 83-2355

John Bottcher, Esg.

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental
Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Larry Keesey, Esqg.

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Stephen A. Walker, Esqg.

Southwest Florida Water
Management District

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712

Van B. Cook, Esqg.

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516




STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
ELECTRIC POWER PLANT SITE CERTIFICATION REVIEW
FOR
PINELLAS COUNTY RESQURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
PHASE II
CASE NO. PA 83-18

Staff Analysis

Power Plant Siting Section
Bureau of Permitting
Division of Environmental Permitting
Tallahassee, Florida
32301




This report was prepared by the Power Plant Siting Section
after coordination with, and receipt of oral and written review
and comments from many other Departmental staff members, in
particular, the following:

Division of Environmental Permitting
Bureau of Permitting _
Hamilton S. Oven, Jr. (Power Plant Siting)}
Karen W. Anthony (Power Plant Siting)
Susan Boyd

Southwest Florid& District Office
Jim Estler
Dan Williams
Pat Lewis

Division of Environmental Programs
Bureau of Air Quality
Tom Rodgers
Ed Palagyi
Bob King

Bureau of Groundwater Protection and
Waste Management
Dr. Rodney DeHan {Groundwater)
Don Kell (Groundwater)
John Reese (Solid Waste)
Dennis Wile (Noise)

Bureau of Water Analysis
Dr. Larry Olsen (Biology)

Uffice of General Counsel
Bill Deane

Also participating in this review were personnel of the
Resource Recovery Council.

Pursuant to Chapter 403, Part Il, Florida Statutes, this
report constitutes the Department of Environmental Regulation's
required analysis and recommended Conditions of Certification
for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility, PA 83-18.
This report and attached Conditions of Certification are hereby
approved.

a7 1964 Ttang Gl g

‘Date Vicloria J. Tschinkel
Secretary
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State of Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Pinellas County - Resource Recovery Facility

Electric Power Plant Site Certification Review

Case No. PA 83-18

I. INTROOUCTION
Pursuant to Section 403.505, Florida Statutes, Pinellas
County applied in October 1978 for certification of a steam

electric generating, resource recovery facility at a site about
one mile northeast of the town of Pinellas Park on the county's
existing Bridgeway Acres Phasé [ Tandfill tract. The site was

‘certified by the Governor and Cabinet on July 20, 1979. After

filing an incomplete application in July 1983, Pinellas County

submitted a new, complete application for a third boiler at the
previously certified site on September 6, 1983. '

The proposed project will be a third resource recovery
facility boiler which could use up to 1050 tons per day of refuse
as fuel. The proposed boiler expansion will increase the total
solid waste processing capacity of the plant to 3150 tons per day.
The steam from the new boiler will be sent to a turbine generator
increasing the gross capacity of the plant by 29 MW (gross) from
50.6 MW to 79 MW (gross). Pinellas County will contract with UQP,
Inc., to design, construct, and operate the plant for 20 years.
Generated electricity will be transmitted to the Florida Power
Corporation (FPC) Gandy Substation via the existing transmission
line for distribution over the FPC transmission system. The net
generating capacity of the expanded plant should be approximately
72 MW,

The primary purpose of the facility is to dispose of solid
waste. Ferrous metals, aluminum, and electricity will be
recovered resources. Non-processible waste (including non-
combustibles and demolition debris) and unusable residue will be
buried at the associated sanitary landfill. The sale of ‘
electricity, as well as other processed and recovered resources,



will help offset the overall cost of owning and operating the
facility.

II. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND FACILITIES
A. Site
The existing Resource Recovery Plant buildings are

located on approximately 20 acres within the County's existing
Bridgeway Acres Phase I landfill tract. The Phase I landfill site
is situated in the northernmost 80 acres of a total of
approximately 225 acres located just south of 114th Avenue North
and west of 28th Street North. Areas of the plant site not
previously disturbed by landfilling activities were occupied
either by pine flatwoods or wet weather pands. Original
topography was fairly level, with the elevation ranging from 5 to
10 feet above sea level across the tract. In undeveloped areas of
the site, an overburden of sand, mar]l and clay lies over solution-
riddled Timestone and dolomite which forms the Floridan aquifer.
The overburden forms a subsurface reservoir called the shallow
aquifer. The site rnow contains a 20 atre stormwater retention
pond, the resource recovery facility, a materials storage
building, solid waste administration building, scale house,
aeration/oxidation ponds and a Class I landfill. A Class I
landfill is defined by 17-7.,05(1)(a) as "those which receive solid
waste, and which receive a monthly average of 20 tons or more of
solid waste per day as weighed by scale if available, or 50 cubic
yards or more of solid waste per day as measured in place after
covering. Such sites shall receive an-initial cover at the end of
each working day. I[f such a site is limited to the receipt of
only trash or yard trash, it shall be classified as a Class III
Tandfill®,

The proposed facilities will consist of a 29 MW steam _
electric'generating turbine; one 1050 tons per day solid waste
fired boiler; an additional cell for the mechanical draft cooling
tower utilizing treated sewage effluent; a new 161 floor flue gas
stack and an electrostatic precipitator. Minimal other changes to
the éxisting facility will be made to connect the third unit to




the existing facility.
An existing 230 KV transmission line will be used to transmit
the electricity from the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF).

ITI. NEED FOR THE FACILITY/POWER
The primary purpose for the proposed facility is to dispose

of the county's refuse and trash. The escalating cost of land for
landfilling operations, limitations on land availability, and
environmental concerns such as Teaching of contaminants from
putrescible materials into the already stressed groundwater system
were all factors in determining the need for a better solid waste
handling system. The proposed resource recovery facility helps
allow the retirement of the other county landfills, the
conservation of land by reduction of the amount needed for future
lTandfilling, a reduction of pollution of groundwater, a reduction
-of flies, odors, rodents and birds associated with current
landfills,

The sale of recovered waste materials and the sale of
electricity will help offset the cost of the system. Over the
life of the plant, the new facility is estimated to save several
million dollars over the cost of landfilling for a similar length
of time. The new unit will allow for a higher available capacity
for solid waste reduction and e]ectricaf generation durihg times
of maintenance of other unit shutdowns. Also, the recovery of
aluminum, ferrous, and other non-ferrous materials will help
reduce overall national energy consumption by deleting some of the
energy costs entailed in mining and processing of such materials.
Resource recovery is becoming more necessary because of the
growing scarcity of many of the materials which can be saved by
the recycling process.

Electric system reliability will be increased by the addition
of a small generating facility because it offsets some of the
problems associated with a Jarge unit when that unit goes down.
The cost to the consumer per unit of electricity may be less than
a similarly sized coal-fired unit, because it does not require
certain air pollution control equipment such as S0p scrubbers




necessary for a coal-fired plant. Production of resource
conservative electric power which does not depend on 0il is in
conformance with state and federal energy policy. It is also in
conformance with the legislative intent of the Florida Electrical
Power Plant Siting Act to provide abundant, low cost electrical
energy that is of minimum adverse impact on human health and the
environment and with the legislative intent of the Florida
Resource Recovery and Management Act (Ch. 403, Part IV, Florida
Statutes). '

The Florida Public Service Commission has determined that the
facility is needed. Their conclusions are contained in a latter
section of this report. '

IV. ZONING AND LAND USE PLANNING
Zoning for the Resource Recovery Facility building area and

also the associated Tandfill was originally light industry and
manufacturing. The Resource Recovery building was in the
unincorporated area of Pinellas County, under the county's M-1,
Light Manufacturing and Industry District. Permitted uses in this
zone include public service facilities such as "pub]ic‘utility,
electrical . . . water or sewerage . . . right-of-ways", “public
. . utility sub-stafions « . ", and "landfills and excavations".

The major landfill/stormwater retention areas of the site are
in the incorporated city limits of Pinellas Park. The zoning
designation there was also M-1 (Light Industrial and Warehousing
District) at the time of certification of the first units, but at
the time when Pinellas County submitted the Resource Recovery
Facility application, the specifications for this M-1 zoning did
not parallel the County's zoning language in reference to
landfilling. Pinellas Park's M-1 category at that time did not
specifically allow 1andfi11ing; Uses whfch might be considered
similér to landfills, such as “junk yards, scrap and salvage
yards", as well as ". ,uses . . . not of a nature specifically or
provisionally permitted herein . . ." were prohibited.

Pursuant to the Land Use and Zoning hearing held on January
25, 1979, the Hearing Officer recommended to the Governor and




Cabinet that the Applicant should make the necessary application
for rezoning of the landfill/stormwater retention area before any
further action be taken on the complete application. On March 20,
1979, the Governor and Cabinet adopted that recommendation and
remanded the case back to the Hearing Officer for further hearing
on the matter. Pinellas County has since sought with the co-
operation of the City of Pinellas Park to amend the M-1 zoning
category to allow publicly operated landfills. |

During the Land Use and Zoning Hearing, it was discovered
that one small portion of the landfill area of the site was zoned
Commercial (C-2), which would not permit landfilling. The Site
Certification application was amended to exclude this parcel from
the site. ,

The effective 1974 Land Use Plan for Pinellas County showed
the entire site to be within the manufacturing designation and has
been determined to be consistent,

Present land uses which characterize the immediate area
surrounding the site include light indqstry/manufacturing, and
experimental sod farm, and former and existing landfills.

The Fldrida Power Corporation transmission line route and I-
275 form eésiward and westward borders for the area which may
effect futdre development hatterns. The Comprehensive Land Use
Plan of Pinellas County indicated that the desired land use for
this particular area would be primarily industrial. Areas
abutting the site to the south and southwest were indicated as low
and medium density residential areas. However, it has been stated
by the applicant that the medium density tract can be expected to
be at least partially rezoned for industrial purposes. The
Department has also noted that a tract of land (see Figure 1)
between the western boundary of the site and the Florida Power
Corporation right-of-way, zoned for Low Density Residential Use,
is still vacant. 1In order to avoid future citizen complaints due
to noise, dust, aesthetics or health problems, the Department of
Environmental Regulation recommended that all of the tract be
rezoned as well, to a use that precludes residential development,

The 1983 application for certification of the new boiler



showed changes in zoning on Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 incorporated
. herein and indicated the following responses to the department's

recommendations:
"The COC for the original application recommended actions on
three parcels of land on and adjacent to the certified site.

These issues were resolved as follows:

1.

The 5 acre parcel zoned (-2 and located south of the
plant and west of 28th Street was . omitted from the
certified site description.

The majority of the 160 acre portion of the certified
site which was zoned M-1 was rezoned, by special
ordinance, to IH, heavy industrial. This designation
permits, among other things, solid waste landfills. A
smatl portion'of this tract, located in the southwest
corner and nearest the residential area, was rezoned as
P, public. This designation allows for the disposal of
boiler residue only (see Figure 2-4).

Attempts by Pinellas County to implement the recommenda-
tions of the Department concerning zoning and develop-
ment of the tract of land between the western boundary
of the site and the Florida Power Company (FPC) right-
of -way were less than successful. Neither the owner,
U.S. Home, Inc., nor the City of Pinellas Park were
willing to rezone the tract; however, they both agreed
to provide a buffer zone by constructing a large Take.
This effort has the effect of insuring that no residence
is located closer than approximately one-half mile from
the Plant.*

Currently, some of this future industrial area is utilized

for agriculture or as minor commercial tracts, or is "open space"

and pine flatwoods.

Land uses further from the site include the St.
Petersburg/Clearwater Airport, located approximately 2 1/2 miles
northwest of the site; an abandoned shell quarry to the northeast;

. a storm drainage/environmental education center some two miles
south of the proposed facility; and the cities of Pinellas Park,




Kenneth City, and St. Petersburg to the south; Clearwater and
Largo to the northwest. O01d Tampa Bay is approximately three

miles away to the north and east of the site.

V. AGENCY COMMENTS

Copies of the application were furnished in July and Sept-
ember 1983 to the Department of Administration, Division of State
Planning, and to the Florida Public Service Commission as required
by Section 403.507, F.S. Shortly thereafter, copies of the appli-
cation were furnished to the following agencies for their review
and comment:

1. Florida Department of Natura],Resgurces

2. Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission

3. Florida Department of Transportation

4. Florida Department of Commerce

5. Florida Department of Community Affairs

6. Southwest Florida Water Management District

7. Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
8. Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

9. Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council
10. St. Petersburg Pollution Control

11. Pinellas County Pollution Control




A. Public Service Commission

The Florida Public Service Commission has reviewed the resource
recovery facility application and furnished comments to the Department
on October 17, 1983. PSC Order No. 12611 of Docket 830 417-EU was
adopted by the PSC as their Final Report as indicated by their Notice
of Proposed Agency Action QOctober 14, 1983.

The Final Report states as follows:

"Under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Section
403.501, Florida Statutes, the Commission is charged with the res-
ponsibility of determining whether constrﬁction of a proposed elec-
trical generation facility is necessary to meet the present or expected
need for electricity in all or part of Florida. Under the Act, the
Department of Environmental Regulation must determine whether the
proposed plant will comply with all relevant environmental standards
and whether the proposed site for the plant is suitable for that use.
Weighing all of these determinations, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting
as the Power Plant Siting Board, ultimately determine whether approval
will be granted for construction of the proposed plant.

"Certification under the Act must be obtained for the construction
of any generating facility greater than 50 MW or for the expansion of
any existing electrical power plant. Pinellas County currently owns
an existing solid waste-fired power plant containing a single 50.9 -
megawatt (gross) turbine generator and two incinerator/boilers located
near Pinellas Park in Pinellas County,‘F1orida, and has an existing
Power Plant Site Certification for the facility. Pinellas County pro-
poses to construct and operate an additional incinerator/boiler, and a

single 29-megawatt (gross) turbine generator facility at the same site.



The proposed incinerator/boiler will be similar to the two incinerator/
boilers currently owned by the County and will have the capacity to
burn up to 1050 tons per day of 5000 BTU per pound solid waste. This
is a small power production facility within the meaning of PURPA and
Rules 25-17.87, Florida Administrative Code.

“The steam generated by the proposed incinerator/boiler plant.will
be used to drive a single 29-megawatt (gross) turbine generator which
will produce electricity that will be sold to Florida Power Corporation.
The projected in-service date for the unit is July 1986, with cons-
truction scheduled to begin in the summer of 1984. The exisfing faci-
Tity is selling an average of 38-40 MW a year to Florida Power Cor-
poration. With increasing fuel supply and capacity expansion, the
faciTity will ultimately have about 60 MW available for sale to Florida
Power Corporation in mid-1990's. By a petition filed on August 29,
1983, Pinellas County seeks an affirmative determination of need for
the 29 MW generating plant.

“While the Power Plant Siting Act requires the Commission to deter-
mine whether a need exists for the proposed generating facility, the
purpose of the Commission's need determination is to protect electric
utility ratepayers from unnecessary expenditures. The statute lists
four criteria the Commission must consider in determining need:

1) the need for electrical system reliability and integrity;

2} the need for adequate electricity at a reasonable cost;

3) whether the proposed plant is the most cost effective

a1te;native available; and

4) conservation measures taken or reasonably available that

might mitigate the need for a new plant (sec. 403.519, F.S.)




"Congress and the Florida Legislature have determined that cogeneration
and small power production should be encouraged on the premise that they
constitute alternate sources of power that either displace production of
fossil fuel electricity or use fossil fuels more efficiently. Moreover,
the proliferation of cogeneration. and Sﬂill power production facilities
may obviate the need for constructionmﬁf additional generating facilities
by electric uti]ities. Therefore, in the present context, we find that
the County's proposed small power production facility will increase
electrical system reliability and integrity and will maintain the supply
of adequate electricity at a reasonable cost while reducing our dependence
on fossil fuel. When viewed as an alternative to construction of additional
generating facilities by electric utilities, and considering the permissible
level of payments to small power producers outlined in Rules 25=17.80
through 25-17.87, Fla. Admin. Code, the proposed facility is the most cost
effective alternative available. Finally, construction of the plant is a
conservation measure which we have encouraged precisely because it may -
mitigate the need for additional conét}uction by electric utilities. There-
fore, the relief sought in this petition, an affirmative determination of
need, will be and the same is hereby granted. It is, therefore,

"ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that this Order
constitute the final report required by Section 403.507(1)(b), Florida
Statutes, the report concluding that a need exists, within the meaning of
Section 403, Florida Statutes, for the construction of the 29 MW gemerating
facility proposed by Pinellas County, Florida. It is further

"ORDERED that a copy of this Order be furnished to the Department of

Environmental Regulation, as required by Section 403.507(1)(b}, Florida

. Statutes. It is further

10




“ORDERED that any person adversely affected by the action proposed
herein may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided in Rule
25-22.29, within 21 days of the date of this order, November 4, 1983, in
the form provided by Rule 25-22.36(7){(a) and (f). It is further

"ORDERED that in the absence of such a petition, this Order shall
become effective and final as provided by Rule 25-22.29(6), as stated in
2 subsequent order.

"By Order of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 14th day
of OCTOBER 1983."

On November 7, 1983 the Public Service Commission sent the
following letter:

“The attachgd orders constitute the Commission's final reports,
as required by Section 403.507(1)(b) of the Power Plant Siting Act, on
the applications of Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties for power plant
certification.

"As the orders indicate, the matter was handled in the form of a
Proposed Agency Action. No person requested a hearing within the re-

quired time; therefore, the Commission's finding that a need exists for

‘the proposed plants has become final.

"By the Commission:

"By Order No. 12611, this Commission proposed to take certain
action,-subject to a Petition for Formal Proceeding as provided in
Rule 25-22.29, Florida Administrative Code. No response has been filed

to the order and it has become effective. It is, therefore,
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"ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that this Order
constitute the final report required by Section 403.507{(1)(b), Florida
Statutes, the report concluding that a need exists, within the meaning
of Section 403, Florida Statutes, for the construction of the 29 MW
generating facility proposed by Pinellas County, Florida. It is
further

"ORDERED that a copy of this Order be furnished to the Department
of Environmental Regulation, as required by Section 403.507(1)(b),
Florida Statutes. It is further

"ORDERED that Order No. 12611 be and the same is hereby deter-
mined to be effective and final on November 4, 1983, as provided in
Rule 25-22.29(6), Florida Administrative Code. It is further
. "ORDERED that this docket be closed.

"By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this day
14th of November, 1983."
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. B. Department of Community Affairs
' On November.17, 1983, the following letter was received

from the Department of Community Affairs:

"Attached is the Department of Community Affairs' report
on Pinellas County's Resource Recovery Facility (Phase Il) power
plant site certification application for an additional 29 mega-
watt generating capacity. Pursuant to Section 403.507, Florida
Statute;, the report assesses the compatibility of the proposed
electric power plant expansion with the State Comprehensive Plan.

"After reviewing the application against the stated Qoalsw
objectives and policies of the State Comprehensive Plan, we find
that the proposed resource recovery facility expansion is com-
patible with the State Comprehensive Plan."

. | The entire DCA report is attach-ed as Appendix B of this

report. The conclusion of that report states as follows:

“In conclusion, we find that the proposed facility would be
consistent with the following element policies:

"Energy Nos. 2 and 4

Land Development Nos. 18 and 63

Utilities Nos. 8, 17, 29, 38, 46 and 57

"The proposed facility would be inconsistent with the
following element objectives and poldcies:

"Health Objectives E, L

Housing and Community Development No. 65

Utilities No. 55
"The facility expansion would be consistent with a portion of Land

Development Element Policy No. 23 while being inconsistent with

. another portion of the same policy.
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"In making our overall judgment on compatibility, we place par-

ticular emphasis on these pertinent facts:

1. "This is an expansion of an existing facility. Most

of its impacts are already known and have been miti-
gated. According to the Phase II site certification
application, no additional facility expansion (i.e.,
no more boilers) will occur at this site in the future.
2. "In 1979 the DCA found Phase I of the Pinellas County
Resource Recovery Facility to be consistent with .the
State Comprehensive Plan. Three years of successful
operation of that facility have affirmed that earlier
conclusion,

. 3. "We do not find the incompatible land uses at the south-
west boundary of the site (landfill and residential
uses) to be consistent with the directives of the SCP.
However, as explained in the discussion under Health
Element Objective L, there are several mitigating cir-
cumstances that reduce the magnitude of this impact.

“In our opinion the increased negative land use (and other)
impacts generated by the proposed facility expansion are out-
weighed by the benefits the expansion.would provide in (1) re-
ducing the amount of landfill area needed, (2) recovering metals,
and (3) producing electrical power.

"The Florida Department of Community Affairs therefore finds

the proposed facility to be compatible with the State Comprehensive

® ..
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C. Southwest Florida Water Management District
In a report submitted on September 22, 1983, the Southwest
Florida Water Management District gave its assessment of the anti-
cipated impact of the facility on the water resources of their dis-
trict. This report states that:
"The Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD)
Staff has reviewed the above referenced August 1983 appli-
cation. As stated in Section 2.2, 'Changes in Regional
Demography, Land and Water Use', and Section 2.5.2 ‘'Water
Withdrawals', no onsite water withdrawals are required or
proposed, and the caunty has acquired a guaranteed supply
of non-potable water from the Lity of St. Petersburg's re-
claimed water supply and potable water from the Pinellas
County Water System. Therefore, the project's water use

will not require District Consumptive Use Permits.

"The county is using reclaimed water for its industrial non-
potable needs, which reduces the demand for potable water and
promotes water conservation. We encourage the use of reclaimed

water for this and other similar projects."
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D. Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
. On September 27, 1983, the Department of Health and Re-
habilitative Services offered the following comments and re-

commendations on the resource recovery facility application:

JI have had staff in program areas of environmental
health, radiological health and contaminated waste
disposal carefully review the referenced application.
[t is the consensus opinion of these professionals
that the application is appropriate and reflects a

primary need in Pinellas county.

"Our review of records through conferences with Pinellas
county hea]th-officié]s also indicates operation of the
| © present unit is very good and_that planned waste disposal
. meets current standards. The public health impacts should
be positive and the Department recommends approval of the

application."
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. E. Department of State, Division of Archives, History, and
Records Management
In a letter dated August 4, 1983, the Bureau of Historic

Preservation submitted the following comments:

“As per the provisions of Chapter 17-17, Florida Admin-
istrative Code {'Rules of State of Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation, Electrical Power Plant Siting'}),
we have reviewed the above referenced project for potential
impact to significant archaeological and historical sites

and properties.

“A review of the Florida Master Site File indicates that
no archaeological or'historical sites are recorded for

. the project area. Furthermore, because of the location
of the prbject, it is considered highly unlikely that any
significant, unrecorded sites exist in the vicinity. There-
fore, it is the opinion of this office that the proposed
project will have no effect on any sites of national, state

or local significance,"
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F. Department of Natural Resources

On August 23, 1983, the Department of Natural Resources
submitted a statement concerning the proposed Resource Recovery
Facility that the staff had " . . . reviewed the referenced
Application and finds no problem with the Application. Accord-
ingly, the staff submits a 'no adverse comments' on this Pin-

eilas County Application.”
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. G. Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission
On August 10, 1983, the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish

Commission submitted the following comments:

"The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Game
and Fresh Water Fish Commission has reviewed the referenced
power plant site certification application reaqarding impacts
on fish amd wildlife resources. Together with the original
application for site certification for this facility, the
information contained in the referenced document appears to
be sufficient for us to review. Moreover, the impacts of
the proposed project of fish and wildlife resources are ex-
pected to be minimal, and we anticipate having no further com-
ments on this project unless the project is substantially
. modified. If such a modification is made, please forward

that information to us for review."
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. ~H. Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
On August 2, 1983, the Division of Forestry of the DACS

submitted the following comments:

"We have reviewed this application for the Department

since the land use impacts are forestry related rather
than agricultural and have no particular probiems with
the proposal. The trade-off of 30 acres of pine fiat-
woods for the foreseen reduction in use of land for

sanitary landfills seems a good ene to us."
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. I. Department of Commerce
On August 11, 1983, the Department of Commerce submitted the

following comments:

"This project is consistent with the goals and objectives
of the Florida Department of Commerce. Using waste material
as fuel eliminates the need for burying it in a landfill,
thereby freeing that land for better uses. This is par-
ticularly important in Pinellas County since it is the most

densely populated area in Florida.

"In addition to haviﬁg direct economic benefits, this plant
will be a very visibTé high technology facility which will
| contribute to Pinellas County's image of a progressive area.
. This will assist us in selling Pinéﬂas as a plant site in
the extremely competitive endeavor of recruiting high

technology industries."
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J. The foilowing comments were received from the Pinellas
County Department of Environmental Management on November 7:

"The Pinellas County, Division of Air Quality, has reviewed
the above noted application with regard to air quality impact.

The revised application was received September 15, 1983 and the
missing supplements to the appendices were received September 30,
1983.

"The proposed third unit, a mass-burn Martin combustion system,
is similar to the existing units. The capacity, heat input and
design/operational characteristics are all similar to the other
twd units. The proposed/estimated air emissions and the expected
ambient air quality impacts contained in the BACT and Air Quality

. Analysis sections of the application are addressed as follows:

1. "The BACT determination for particulate emissions pro-

posed by the applicant is 0.03 gr/dscf, corrected to
12% C02. The NSPS TSP emissions 1imits established by
Florida and EPA for incinerators of this size and type
are 0.08 gr/dscf corrected to 50% EA. Previous EPA and
FDER BACT determinations for similar units {(the Dade Co.
RRF and the existing two units of Pinellas County RRF)
established the NSPS limits as BACT for those units. The
proposed controls (four field ESP) will surpass these re-
quirements for particulate emissions as well as aiding in
the increased control of lead, beryllium and particulate
mercury. Based upon the available information incliuded

. ' in the application the modeling analysis does not appear

to indicate a problem with TSP impacts of the project even
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with the downwash scenario of the ISCST model. The ex-
isting TSP monitoring facilities should be adequate for
this project.

“A BACT determination and emissions limitations for 50,
were not proposed by the applicant. As stated in the
application, use of low sulfur fuel is considered to meet

BACT for SO, emissions from municipal incinerators. The

2
expected sulfur content is less than .2%. The expected
emission rate of 1.9 1b/Ton MSW (83 1b/hr) is well below

the 1imit imposed on electric utility steam generating

units classified as Resource Recovery Facilities in 40

CFR, Subpart Da, Section 60.43a(d) which allows 1.2 1b/
MMBTU heat input (or approximate 493 1b/hr for this unit).
Therefore, the emission rate of 1.2 Tb/MMBTU of heat in-

put should be the applicable 1imiting standard. Again it

is expected that the existing monitoring data systems should
be sufficient for this project in order to monitor com-
pliance and evaluate ambient impacts. It may, however,

be prudent to also require S0, stack sampling analysis,

2
during the annual compliance testing which will be re-
quired for particulates, as a means of certifying com-
pliance with the standard imposed. Modeling appears to
indicate no significant problems associated with the im-

pacts of the project.
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“The NOx and CO emissions are stated to be controlled by
'state-of-the-art' boiler design and operation. This is
requested as BACT by the applicant. Again, no expressed
emission limitation is proposed for these criteria pol-
Tuntants. Neither d{s it discussed how the critical
e]ementé for proper combustion parameters will be moni-
tored to ‘control' the emissions of these pollutants.

If this project were compared to a solid fuel fired steam
generator as above (40 CFR Subpart Da) the allowed emission
rate would be 0.6 1b NO,/MMBTU heat input, and/or 65%
reduction of the potentia] combustion concentration. This
would yield an allowable rate of 246 1b/hr for this unit
(at a firing rate of 411 MMBTU/hr heat input). The ex-
pected emission rate is 132 1b/hr. While this is only
slightly more than half of an allowable rate the aspect

of achieving 65% reduction of the potential concentration
should be addressed via detailed analysis if feasible.
Continuous in-stack monitoring may be applied if deemed
necessary for compliance assurance purposes. The modeled
expected impacts for'NOx and CO do not appear to indicate
a significant problem. The Certification document and/or
BACT determination should prescribe the specific emissions

limiting standard of 0.6 1b NOX/MMBTU heat input.
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“The control of particulate lead, beryllium and mercury
are effected by the ESP. The expected levels of mercury
and beryllium emissions are well below the De Minimus
levels established under PSD. However, lead exceeds the
De Minimus impact level by .15 ug/m3. The modeling in-
dicates that the likelihood of an exceedance is only
siight. It is expected that the existing ambient moni-
toring analysis will provide adequate compliance assurance.
"The notably high expected emissions of chlorides is not
addressed in the analysis of impacts. Comment should be
provided regarding possible control and limiting emissions.
It is the largest in quantity pollutant being emitted. 1If
burner design and operation can be utilized as the "control"
for "unburned” plastics and other chloride sources then it
should be discussed in the proposal.
"While fluoride emissions exceed the PSD De Minimus levels
the expected ambient air impact as well as the impact on
soils and vegetation are considered slight. The monitoring
and/or stack analysis for fluorides is not considered
necessary for this source at this time.
"The expected level of hydrocarbon emissions is 58 T/yr.
Combined with hydrocarbon emissions from the existing two
units this facility is a major source. Considering that
Pinellas County is still technically an ozone non-attain-

ment area, an emission limitation should be established for
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the facility. Additional controls are impractical but
a 1imiting standard could be set. The means of veri-
fying compliance would have to be decided upon; i.e.
whether stack analysis or continuous monitoring are

feasible.

“It should be noted that the comments above regarding modeling
aspects of the application are solely based on the limited informa-
tion provided for review. The detailed study of the modeling should
be addressed by BAQM personnel.

"The Timited resources and capabilities of this agency pro-
hibit a more detailed analysis of this project. As the local agency
it was felt that some comment should be provided on the projecf
regardless of our'affi1iation with the project applicant. If there
are any questions regarding this review or if further comment is

required please contact this office at SUNCOM 570-4761."
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VI. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION EVALUATIONS

Florida's Electric Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA), specifically
subsections 403.507(2)(a-h}, F.S., and Ch. 17-17, FAC, identify
minimum criteria which must be studied by the Department in its
review of a steam electric facility. The review process is con-
cerned with many of the same factors as an environmental impact
statement. This includes some factors more socio-economic in
nature than environmental, but which may have associated environ-
mental impacts. An example of this would be land use plans. Proper
Tand use planning can help steer development away from environmentally
§ensitive areas, and also into areas more suited for certain types
of development as well.

In return, facility-specific environmental impacts, particularly
ones adverse to human health, welfare and safety, may preclude site
development in areas thought to be appropriate from land use planning
perspectives. An example of this would relate to air pollution. If
emissions cannot be controlled within the 1imits of the new source
emission standards, or if the ambient air quality standards in the
area reasonably considered to be affected by the facility cannot be
achieved, then further review is unwarranted and the site may be
considered unacceptable. The concerns with water are adequacy of
supply and chemical and biological effects of discharges. The long-
term effects of noise and the disposal of solid wastes are additional
aspects to be considered.

With these factors in mind, the Power Plant Siting Act criteria
and others have been evaluated in the following sections. PPSA
criteria include: accessibility to transmission corridors; prox-

imity to transportation systems; cooling system requirements;:
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environmental impacts; soil and foundation conditions; impact on
water supplies; impact on terrestrial and aquatic plant and animal
life; impact on water and air quality; site specific studies; im-
pact on surrounding land uses; impact on public lands and submerged
lands; impact on archaeological sites and historic preservation area;

and construction and operational safeguards.

A. Accessibility to Transmission

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) currently operates the "Gandy
Substation", about 1% miles southeast of the proposed resource
recovery facility. A switchyard was constructed on the site and
a 230 KV feeder line was constructed from the switchyard to the
substation during Phase I of the project. The new boiler and

turbine will use the existing facilities.

B. Fuel

The fuel for the electrical generating unit is solid waste
collected from within Pinellas County. The new mass-fired boiler
capable of burning 1050 tons per day has a guaranteed total cap-
acity of 7350 tons per week or 383,250 tons per year.

The availability of energy, and of the fuels to supply that
energy, is of grave concern to the State and the Nation. The
choice of processed refuse as the primary fuel source has three
benefits. (1) It reduces the amount of putrescible material de-
posited fn landfills, which reduces potential water pollution from
water leaching through putrescible organic material placed in a
landfill. (2) Generation of electricity by the burning of refuse

at this new facility is anticipated to reduce the amount of imported

fuel 011 by over 1,370,000 barrels per year. (3) The use of solid
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waste as fuel to generate electricity conforms to state and federal

energy and resource recovery policies.

€. Proximity to, and Impacts on Transportation Systems

The site for the resource recovery facility is located appro-
ximate]& one-half mile west of Interstate 275, two miles east of
U.S. 19, approximately two and one-half miles at the nearest point
to Tampa Bay. The St. Petersburg/Clearwater Airport is Tlocated
approximately two and one-half miles northwest of the proposed
facility. The Seaboard Coastline Railroad line at its nearest
point is dpproxihate]y two and one-half miles from the site.

More immediate transportation routes are 28th St. North,
bounding the site on the east, 114th Avenue on the north, and
110th Avenue on the south of the facility buildings.

There will be some impact on the roads surrounding the site
due to increased utilization by construction and operation vehicles.
[t is expected that the existing roads will be maintained by the
County. Neither aquatic nor rail transportation systems are expected
to be utilized nor subsequeﬁtly impacted as a result of the facility.

Since the wastes to be processed at the facility are normally
transported to the landfills, there is expected to be little dif-
ference in the types of transportation modes necessary as a result
of the facility. Distances traveled may be increased, and thus fuel
consumption with its associated air pollution impact and energy
penalties but the resultant environmental and socio-economic impacts
from increases in transportation are expected to be Tess than those

of county-wide continuance of landfilling.
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Operation of the resource recovery facility is expected to
diminish interference with airport operations to a degree; it
should reduce the garbage-feeding areas for seagqull populations
in the airport vicinity. Landfills have been recognized as con-
tributing to aviation hazards because of scavenger bird-airplane
collisions. Landfilling of only residue and large non-putrescible
items and incineration of garbage should reduce the number of

birds congregating in the area.

D. Cooling System Requirements

The new refuse fired steam generating boiler will be cooled
by adding an additional cell to the wet mechanical draft, cross-
flow, cooling tower. The design rate for heat dissipation for the
new facility is 675 million BTU/hr of cooling. Flow rate through the
cooling tower of treated sewage effluent will be increased from
37,500 gpm to 50,100 gpm with makeup effluent being added at the
maximum rate of 817 gpm. Evaporation rate from the tower is ex-
pected to be a maximum of 1383 gpm, drift loss, a maximum of 62
gpm. Maximum cooling tower blowdown rate will be 306 gpm.

Consumptive use, i.e., discharge to the atmosphere, of the
treated sewage effluent will be 1445 gpm maximum, or approximately
2.08 million gallons per day. Excess stormwater collected on:site
may also be used as cooling water. The primary source of cooling
water will be from the City of Largo's sewage treatment plant,
although the current supply now comes from the St. Petersburg

Northeast Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant.
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E. Environmental Considerations and Impacts

E.1. Soil and Foundation Conditions

The facility site is covered by approximately eighteen feet of
sand which overlays a mari/clay zone. The surficial soils are
nearly level and poorly drained, consisting primarily of sand, sandy
loam, and shell., Depth to bedrock varies from 33 to 55 feet below
the land surface.

The deep limestone bedrock under the site is riddled with solu-
tion channels but the overburden should be of sufficient thickness to
forestall any related foundational problems. Dewatering of the site
will be necessary during construction, but since facility construction
and operatianal water needs will not be supplied by on-site wells, a
majé? drawdown effect which might lead to ground subsidence or sink-
holes is not expected. S.ite foundation construction and elevation
will alter the overburden characteristics to make it suitable for
structural support of the facility. No significant problems were
encountered during construction of the existing facilities. Consequently,
none are expected during the construction of the new boiler.

A detailed hydrogeological study will be completed to determine

the feasibility of using a bentonite slurry curtain wall around the

site to contain any contaminated leachate on site.

E.2. Availability of Water

Potable water for the site is obtained from the Pinellas Park
water system. During construction, total water needs are estimatéd to
be 90 million gallons. Operational needs will be at an average rate

of 167,000 gpd.
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. Cooling tower water and makeup is now primarily obtained from the
City of St. Petersburg tertiary treatment effluent system with sewage
effluent from the City of Largo considered to be of better quality as
the supply of the future. As an additional source of supply, the sew-
age effluent will be supplemented with stormwater runoff from an on-

site retention pond.

E.3. Site Modifications

Site modifications will include construction of the third boiler
north of the existing boilers, an electrostatic precipitator, 161 ft.
stack, an additional cell to the cooling tower system, a second tur-
bine generator and associated equipment. A1l new additions will be

adjacent to the existing facilities on previously cleared land.

|I E.4.

The site before construction of Phase I was flatwoods, wet weather

Plant and Animal Communities/Rare or Endangered Species

ponds and ditches. The site is bordered by an existing landfill, a
sod farm, and other types of uses which would tend to discourage the
presence of animals unable to adapt to a stressed environment. No
rare or endangered species of plants or animals were detected during
construction. Noladverse impacts on rare or endangered species of
animals or vegetation are expected due to construction on the pre-

viously disturbed site.

E.5. Wastewater/Water Quality Impacts
a. Plant Waters -
The following volumes of water are expected to be produced by

. the resource recovery facility during normal daily operation:
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1. Cooling Tower Blowdown 279 gpm

2. Boiler Blowdown 32 gpm
3. Cooling Tower Evaporation and Drift 1311 gpm
4, Boiler Demineralization Backflush Water 45 gpm
5. Sanitary Wastes 50 gpm

Maximum cooling tower blowdown rate will be 306 gpm, and boiler
blowdown at maximum will be 33 gpm; boiler demineralization backflush
water (53 gpm Max) will be combined with boiler and cooling tower
blowdown to form a process stream of 392 gpm maximum. Approximately
45 gpm of the process stream will be utilized for boiler grate residue
quenching. The remaining pfocess stream will be combined with the san-
itary flow discharge. The plant effluents will be discharged to Pinellas
Park's South Cross Bayou sewage treatment plant.

b. Surface Water -

Surface water impacts would largely arise from stormwater runoff from
site a]teration,;construction of buildings, parking lots, and other im-
permeable surfaces. Also, foundation soils for the plant will probably be
less permeable than naturally-occurring soils, thereby increasing runoff.

Perimeter ditcﬁes, a central holding pond, and associated treatment
facilities wi]l‘beiused to collect, contain, and treat runoff originating
on the site. Runoff will consist of stormwater originating from the plant
site and the landfill area. This collection aﬁd treatment system has
been constructed to be of sufficient size to prevent any stormﬁater dis-
charge from the site except during periods of extremely heavy rainfall.

Stormwater runoff will be diverted to a twenty-two acre holding
pond via perimeter drainage ditches and interception canals. If the water
levels become too high, this runoff may be pumped from the holding pond

to the leachate/stormwater treatment system. Any excess stormwater
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will then be treated similar to leachate, or can be used for cooling
tower makeup. Under normal conditians, the stormwater storage Taaoon
will essentially function as a percolation/evaporation pond. If a
bentonite slurry wall is constructed around the site, evaporation via
the cooling tower may become mandatory to prevent discharges from
the site.

c. Groundwater -

Review of chemical characteristics of the shallow aquifer water,
as suppliied by the applicant from USGS monitor wells in the area,
indicates that groundwater in this vicinity is Class G-II (as'defined
by section 17-3.403, FAC, Water Quality Standards). Movement of
shallow aquifer groundwater in the area was indicated to be generally
northeasterly towards 01d Tampa Bay, at a rate of one to ten feet per
year. The area of the site is underlain by a clay/mari zone at a
depth of about 19 feet, which would tend to slow the vertical migra-
tion of leachates. At times of heavy rainfall, the water table sur-
face has been noted as high as to be within two feet of the ground
surface. There has previously been an impact on shallow aquifer ground
water quality in the vicinity of the site due to adjacent landfilling
operations and saltwater intrusion. Leaching of the decomposition
materials from putrescible waste, and water table mounding, the latter
due to an up-building of land during landfilling at the adjacent sites,
has already altered the natural state and quality of the shallow aquifer.

One ameliorating factor with regard to the low water quality in
the area is that the shallow aquifer waters are not being utilized as a
drinking water source. However, the Floridan aquifer below the shallow

one is a potential source of potable water. Investigations into possible
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impacts from area landfills on that source of water have been conducted
by the USGS.

The Floridan aquifer is separated from the surficial aquifer by an
aquiclude. Drilling tests by the USGS have not yet indicated signifi-
cant contamination of the Floridan, although levels of BOD, phosphorous,
nitrate-nitrogen in the Floridan aquifer are as high or higher than those
of the shallow aquifer or surface waters. It was suggested that the
sprayfield activities of the nearby sod farm create an impact which
might be the source of these high parameters. If this is the case,
then leaching through the aquiclude does occur in amounts which may
someday create a significant impact on the Floridan aquifer. How soon
such an impact would become a significant problem is unknown. However,
drinking water for the Pinellas area is taken from several miles north
of the site in Pinellas and Pasco Counties. Since landfill materials
from the resource recovery facility should primarily be boiler residue
and non-putrescible wastes such as demolition debris, it is felt that any
groundwater impacts from these new landfill materials will be much less
than that from previously landfilled putrescible materials. There is the
possibility that some residue materials such as heavy metals might con-
taminate groundwaters if they were allowed to leach due to contact with
acidic leachate from putrescible wastes.

d. Leachate/Stormwater Treatment -

Leachate, or any other drainage from 1ifts will be minimized by
allowing water to run off the fill rather than being allowed to perco-
late through the filled material. Leachate which does form by perco-
lation through an active fill will be accumulated at the Tow point of

the active cell. This accumulation will be pumped, via portable pumps,
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directly to the aeration pond. It is possible that some leachate may
move in the direction of the stormwater holding pond but would still
be contained on-site. At no time should raw refuse be deposited in
standing water.

The aeration lagoon will be of sufficient size to allow a detention
time of one day at the design flow rate of 300 gallons per minute
(422,081 gallons per day). Wastewater would then leave the aeration
Tagoon and enter two water treatment ponds utilizing cattails. The
ponds have been designed to allow a maximum detention time of 13.7
days at the design flow rate. Cattails are being used as a mechanism
for removing nutrients and heavy metals from thé runoff waters. Upon
leaving the ponds, wastewater should be chlorinated for bacteria and
virus control and pumped to the landspreading area on the southern
portion of the site. The irrigation field is approximately 55 acres
in size which has a design capability of 300 gpm (application rate of
2 inches per week). Any runoff from the spray field would finally enter
a perimeter ditch for evaporation/percolation and/or return to the
stormwater holding pond.

Chlorination of waters containing putrescible waste leachate is
necessary because of the unknown contents of household garbage, such
as diapers and other personal hygiene items. Landfill leachate can be
more virulent than sewagé.

The spray irrigation area. is the closest portion of the site to
residential areas but will be shielded somewhat by the site's sight-
screening levees. It is, therefore, felt that although the wastewaters
to be irrigated should be chlorinated, the degree of treatment need

not be quite as stringent as that for public access areas.
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Two points of concern over the leachate/stormwater treatment
proposal have been (1) whether pumping leachate from the cells to
the unlined aeration and treatment ponds might simply move the Tleaching
problem from one area to another (the three ponds themselves may con-
taminate groundwater by leaching materials, prior to the treatment
processes having become effective); and {2) the effectiveness of the
treatment process for heavy metal and nutrient removal when done by
vegetation. The proposal to surround the site with a clay slurry
wall would mitigate concern.

As described above, leachate and stormwater are intended to be
treated and contained on the site. Drainage of treated wastewaters
from the perimeter canals should be discharged only during emergency,
heavy rainfall conditions. Such discharge would occur from an emergency

overflow structure located in the middle of the east side of the site.

E.6. Air Quality/Meteorological Effects
a. Construction

The primary sources of air pollutants during construction of the
facility wi?lloriginate from vehicular and heavy eguipment exhaust
emissions and fugitive dust from wind anq the movement of equipment
and vehicles over unpaved areas.

The acts of stripping and filling of the construction site will
produce some dust clouds; the volume of such particulate matter is
difficult to quantify but will probably be less than those levels
generated by the trucks, cranes and bulldozers associated with the

existing landfill.
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Estimates by the EPA indicate that suspended dust levels from
heavy construction activities approximate 1.2 tons per acre per month
of construction activity. As landfilling and construction will occur
simultaneously it is anticipated that dust levels affecting nearby
roadways (i.e. 28th Street and 100th Avenue) will be aggravated. The
Applicant indicates that water sprays will be applied on problem sites
8s necessary.

There should be no open burning of land clearing debris.

b. Operation |
(i) Emissions

During operation of the facility, expected stack emissions will be

.particulates, 302, fluorides, lead, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, mer-

cury, beryliium, chlorides and oxides 6f nitrogen. Other site emissions
will arise from cooling tower evaporation and drift, and fugitive dust
from landfilling and truck movement aroﬁﬁd the site. O0Odor is not ex-
pected to be a problem because plant air:wi11 be drawn towards the
boiler, where odor-causing chemicals in the air stream will be combusted.
The emission of particulate matter from the boilers has been pro-
posed to be controlled by a three-field é]ectrostatic precipitator
(ESP). Such emissions are limited by subsection 17-2, FAC, to 0.08
grains per standard cubic foot corrected to 5% excess air and by sub-
section 17-2.600(1), FAC, to 20% opacity of visible emissions. The
applicant has proposed to meet an emission limit of 0.03 grains per
dry standard cubic foot at 12% COp. An estimated 96 tons per year of

particulates will be emitted by the third boiler at the resource re-

‘covery facility.
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The three-field electrostatic precipitator has been designed
to allow installation of a fourth field to improve the collection
of efficiency, if subsequently required. The existing precipitators
have been tested and demonstrated compliance with the emiss’ion stan-
dard. The boiler has the capability of burning alternate fuels, but
a shift to an alternate fuel could alter the emission rate, overload.
the precipitator and require reassessment of ambient air quality
impacts.

Hydrocarbon emissions from the plant will be apbroximateiy 58
tons per year from the boiler. Oxides of nitrogen will be emitted
at a rate of approximately 577 tons per year.

The amount of sulfur found in garbage is normally quite Tow.
Consequently, there are no SO2 emission limitations for incinerators.
However, if a sufficient volume of refuse is incinerated, resultant
emission loadings can trigger Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) criteria which require an assessment of emissions exceeding
100 tons per year. The resource recovery facility is proposing to
incinerate enough refuse to emit an average of 364 tons per year of
802. The Department has conducted a "Best Available Control Tech-
nology" analysis for the resource recovery facility {(see below) and

has proposed an 502 emission rate for the facility.
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Impacts on Air Quality

1. Air Quality

a. Rule Applicability

The proposed site of the Pinellas County Rescurce Recovery

Facility (RRF) is located in an area designated as nonattainment

for ozone under 40 CFR 81.310 and Rule 17-2.410, Florida

Administrative Code, and attainment under 40 CFR 81,310 and Rule

17-2.420, for all other criteria pollutants.

The maximum emissions for the proposed resource recovery

facility and significant emission rates (40 CFR 52.21(b){(23) and

Rule 17-2.500-2), in tons per year, are as follows:

Maximum
Pcllutant Emission
Particulate Matter (PM) 109
Sulfur Dioxide (S0j) 364
Nitrogen Oxides {NOx) 577
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 288
Hydrocarbons (HC) 58(1)
Lead (Pb) 5.7
Mercury (Hg) 2.1
Beryllium (Be) 0.00025
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Significant

Emission Rate

25
40
40
100
40 (VOC)
0.6
0.1

0.004



FTuprides 19 3
Chlorides 764(2) 1 (vinyl
chloride)
(1) non-methane HC emissions (VOC will be less than 40 tons per
year

(2) vinyl chloride emissions will be less than 1 ton per year

The proposed facility has the potential to emit more than 100
tons per year of one or more regulated pollutants and is, there-
fore, subject to review for prevention of significant deterioration
(PSD) under 40 CFR 52.21 and Rule 17-2.500(5)(c). PSD review con-
sists of a determination of best available control technology (BACT)
and an air quality impact analysis for each attainment and non-
criteria pollutant that would be emitted in a significant amount.
For the proposed facility, PSD review is required for seven pollu-
tants: PM, SO

NO C0, lead, mercury, and fluorides.

2’ x’

The proposed facility is not subject to nonattainment review
for voiatile organic compounds (VOC) because it is a minor source
of this pollutant and the proposed increase will be less than 100

tons per year.

b. Control Technology Review 7

An electrostatic precipitator (ESP) will be installed to con-
trol the discharge of particulate matter at 0.03 gr/dscf, or less,
corrected to 12% C0,. The ESP will also control lead, beryllium,
and mercury emissions. Sulfur dioxide emissions will be 1imited by
firing municipal waste, a low sulfur content fuel. Burner design

and operating procedures will be the methods used to 1imit NO,
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emissions. Burner controls will be installed to minimize the
emission of CO due to incomplete combustion.

Based on an analysis of the economic, environmental, and
energy impacts of the proposed project - the construction of a third
Martin combustion unit, the Department has made a preliminary BACT
determination for the boiler. The emission limits from the BACT

determination are as follows:

Pollutant Emission Limit

Particulate Matter 0.03 gr/dscf, corrected to
12 percent CO,
Sulfur Dioxide 83 pounds per hour, maximum

3-hour average

Nitrogen Oxides 132 pounds per hour
Carbon Monoxide : 66 pounds per hour
Lead 1.3 pounds per hour
Mercury 3200 grams per day*
Visible Emissions 10% opacity

* When more than 2,205 1b/day of municipal sewage sludge (dry
basis) is fired, compliance with the mercury emission 1imit shall
be demonstrated in accordance with 40 CFR 61, Method 1 Appendix B.
Compliance with the limitations for particulates, sulfur di-
~oxide, visible emissions, and nitrogen oxides should be demonstrated
in accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700, DER
Methods 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A; Method 7. Com-
pliance with the opacity 1imit shall be demonstrated in accordance

with Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700(6)(2)9., DER Method 9.

43



| A continuous monitoring system to measure the opacity of emis-
sions shall be installed, calibrated, and maintained in accordance
with the provisions of Rule 17-2.710, Continuous Monitoring Re-
quirements. The system must be installed and operational prior

to compliance testing.

(1) BACT Determination Rationale

The proposed mass burn combustion unit will have a charging
rate more than 50 tons per day, and therefore, subject to the pro-
visions of 40 CFR 60.50, Subpart E, New Source Performance Stan-
dards (NSPS). The NSPS for particulate matter emissions is a rate
not to exceed 0.08 grains/dscf corrected to 12% C02. The appli-
cant has proposed to 1imit the particulate emissions rate not to

. exceed 0.03 grains/dscf corrected to 12% COZ' An electrostatic
precipitator (ESP) will be installed to control particulate emis-
sions at the proposed rate. The two existing mass burn units have
a permitted particulate emission 1imit not to exceed 0.08 grains/
dscf (NSPS).

The Department agrees that the use of an ESP is an air pollution
control technology currently capable of achieving the 0.03 grains/
dscf particulate emission limit, and is considered BACT for this
source. The baghouse is another control device capable of achieving
the particulate emission limit determined as BACT, but was not
recommended for two reasons: 1) the existing combustion units use
ESP's; therefore the spare parts inventory is minimized, and 2)

. maintenance and operating personnel have experience with this type

of control device.
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The mercury emission limit is the National Ehission Standard
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40 CFR 61.50, Subpart E,
for municipal waste water sludge incineration plants. The pro-
posed source would be subject to the provisions of NSPS, 40 CFR
60.150, Sewage Treatment Plants, if more than 2205 pounds per day
(dry basis) of municipal sewage sludge is charged. The Department
has determined the emission limit for mercury to be 3200 grams per

day applicable only when more than 2205 pounds per day {(dry basis)

of municipal sewage sludge is charged into the mass burn combustion
unit. The Department has determined the 1limit for 502 emissions to
be 83 pounds per hour. The amount of S0, generated when burning

municipal type waste is less than the SO, emissions from the burning

2
of distillate fuel o0il1 containing 0.5% sulfur and the use of Tow
sulfur fuel o011 is considered one method of controlling 502 emissions;

therefore, the installation of a flue gas desulfurization system is

not warranted.

The combustion of plastics can result in the emission of acid
gases, such as hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride. Poly-
vinyl chloride (PVC), one of the many polvmers, has been implicated
as causing the most serious disposal problem due to the release of
HC1 gas when burning. This problem has long been realized resulting
in other polymers being used in packaging. Polypropylene and poly-
styrene, for example, produce carbon monoxide or the monomer styrene
when burned. Both HC1 and HF are hydrogen halides and are soluble
in water. A water scrubbing system will remove approximately 75%
of the HF and HC1 gases. The Department does not believe the:air

gquality impact due to these emissions justifies the cost of installing
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a wet scrubber system.

During combustion of municipal solid waste, NOx is formed in
high temperature zones in and around the furnace flame by oxidation
of atmospheric nitrogen and nitrogen in the waste. The two pri-
mary variables that affect the formation of NOX are the temperature
and the concentration of oxygen. Techniques such as the method of
fuel firing, the distribution of combustion air between overfire
and underfire air, exhaust gas recirculation and decreased heat re-
lease rates have been used to reduce NO, emissions. A few add-on
control techniques such as the catalytic reduction with ammonia pro-
cess and the thermal de-NO, are still experimental and are not con-
sidered to be demonstrated technology for the proposed project.

In their app]ication; the applicant proposes to use the distri-
bution of combustion air between overfire and underfire air technique
to minimize NOX emissions. The proposed NOx emission rate is 132
pounds per hour as indicated in their air quality analysis. Annual
emissions of NOx will be 577 tons. This level of control is judged
to represent BACT.

Lead emissions from the incinerator occur because this element
is present in varying amounts in the solid waste. The inlet temper-
ature of the ESP is estimated at 425-4759F. At these temperatures
the lead emissions should be in a nonvaporous state and will be
removed in the ESP along with the rest of the particulates.

The visible emissions opacity 1imit is based on operating data

from the two existing units.
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Carbon monoxide is a product of incomplete combustion where
there is insufficient air. Incomplete combustion will also result
in the emissions of solid carbon particulates in the form of smoke
or soot and unburned and/or partially oxidized hydrocarbons. 1In-
complete combustion results in the loss of heat energy to the boiler.
The Department agrees with the applicant that BACT is the use of
state-of-the-art boiler controls to insure sufficient underfire and
overfire air so that the emissions of products of incomplete com-
bustion are minimized. The proposed CO emission rate is 66 pounds
per hour. This level of control is judged to represent BACT.

The air quality impact of the proposed emissions has been ana-
lyzed. Atmospheric dispersion modeling has been completed and used

. in conjunction with an analysis of existing air quality to determine

maximum ground-Jlevel ambient concentrations of the pollutants sub-
Ject to BACT. Based on these analyses, the department has reasonable
assurance that the proposed source at the Pinellas County RRF, sub-
ject to these BACT emission 1imitations, will not cause or contribute

to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air quality standard,
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c. Air Quality Impacts

As noted in section I. 1. a., the proposed source at the
Pinellas County RRF will result in significant emissions of
the criteria pollutants PM, SOZ, NOX, CO and lead, and of

the non-criteria pollutants mercury and fluorides.

The air quality impact analysis required for these pol-

lutants includes:

* An analysis of existing air quality;

* A PSD increment analysis (for PM and $0, only);

* An Ambient Air Quality Standards {AAQS) analysis;

* An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation,
visibility, acid rain, and growth-related air
guality impacts, and;

* A "good engineering practice" (GEP) stack height

determination.

The analysis of existing air quality generally relies
on preconstruction mognitoring data collected in accordance
with EPA-approved methods. The PSD increment and AAQS anal-
yses depend on air quality modeling carried out in accordance

with EPA guidelines.
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Based on these required analyses, the department has
reasonable assurance that the proposed source at the Pinellas
County RRF, as described in this report and subject to the
conditions of approval proposed herein, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any PSD increment or ambient air
quality standard. A discussion of the modeling methodology

and required analyses follows.
(1) Modeling Methodology

Two EPA-approved dispersion models, the Single Source
CRSTER model and the Industrial Soufce Complex Short-term
(Is8CST) model, were used in the air quality impact analysis.
Both of these models relate ground-level concentrations at
some distance to pollutant emissions of some inert gas or
small particles from a point source by imposing a Gaussian
solution to the steady-state mass conservation equation. The
CRSTER model, which is confined by the colocation of all
point sources, was used to identify the critical years of
meteorology. The ISCST model, which allows for separation
of sources and several other features, such as the inclusion

of downwash, was used to refine the analysis.
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The surface and upper air meteorological data used in these
models were National Weather Service data collected at Tampa,
Florida, during the period 1970-1974. Since five years of data
were used, the highest, second-high short-term predicted
concentrations may be used to compare with the appropriate

ambient standard or PSD increment,

The stack parameters and emission rates used in evaluating
the ambient impacts are contained in Table I-1 and Table I-2,
respectively. Only for the pollutants SO, and PM were all the
sources evaluated. Total ambient air quality impacts were based
on the modeled impacts plus the monitored "background®

concentrations.

(2) Analysis of Existing Air Quality

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required
for all pollutants subject to PSD review. In general, one year
of quality assured data using an EPA-reference, or the
equivalent, monitor must be submitted. Sometimes less than one
year of data, but no less than four months, may be accepted when
department approval is given. An exemption to this requirement
can be obtained if the maximum air quality impact, as determined
through modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific deminimus
concentration., In addition, if current monitoring data already

exist and these data are representative of the proposed source
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area, then at the discretion of the department these data may be

used.

The predicted maximum air guality impacts of the proposed
project (Unit 3) for each of the seven pollutants subject to
review are given in Table I-3 along with the monitoring deminimus
levels. From this table it is seen that PM, NOx, CO, and Hg
have maximum air impacts less than the deminimus level;
therefore no preconstruction monitoring is required. Sufficient
data in the area of the source already exist for S0, and Pb to
define existing air quality for these pollutants. The department
did not require additional monitoring for these pollutants.
Although fluorides are subject to monitoring requirements, no
EPA-approved method currently exists to measure ambient

concentration of this pollutant.

Table I-4 shows the monitored ambient air quality levels for the
most recent complete year (1982) for all the criteria pollutants,
including the required data for SO, and Pb. These data were

collected from existing monitors in Pinellas County.
(3) PSD Increment Analysis
The Pinellas County RRF is located in an area where the Class

II PSD increments apply. The facility is also located

approximately 75 kilometers from the Class I Chassahowitzka
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National Wilderness Area. As such an analysis of the impact on

this area must be performed.

A PSD increment analysis is required for the pollutants S0,
and PM only. The PSD increments represent the amount that new
sources in the area may increase ambient ground-level
concentrations of these pollutants for various time averages. At
no time, however, can the increased loading of these pollutants
into the atmosphere from these new sources cause or contribute to

a violation of the ambient air quality standards.

For the Pinellas County RRF the proposed Unit 3 along with
the previously built Units 1 and 2 all consume PSD increment. In
addition, several other new sources in the area have been
identified which may interact with the Pinellas County RRF in
consuming the allowed PSD increments. These sources are the

McKay Bay RRF and the TECO Big Bend power plant.

Atmospheric dispersion modeling was performed, as discussed
previously, taking into account only those new sources which
consume PSD increment. The results of this modeling are

. summarized in Table I-5.

The impact of these sources on the nearest Class I area was
not explicitly modeled. The models used in this air quality
analysis are not appropriate for predicting ground-level

concentrations beyond 50 kilometers. However, the impact on the
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Class I area may be extrapolated from the modeling results
showing the proposed Unit 3 impact on the two distant non-
attainment areas. An SO2 nonattainment area is located near
Tarpon Springs approximately 23.5 kilometers from the Pinellas
County RRF. The impacts of Unit 3 alone on this area are 2.2
ug/m3, 3-hour average; 0.3 ug/m3, 24-hour average; and 0.02
ug/m3, annual average.' These values are less than significant
for impacts on nonattainment areas and would be much less at the
distance of the Class I area. A PM nonattainment area is located
in Tampa, 14.4 kilometers from the RRF. Here, the impacts of
Unit 3 alone are 0.01 ug/m3, 24-hour average and 0.006 ug/m3,
annual average. Again, these impacts are less than significant
for nonattainment areas and the concentrations would be much Tess
at the distance of the Class I area. Table I-5 indicates the

results of all the PSD increment modeling.
(4) AAQS Analysis

Given existing air quality in the area of the Pinellas County
RRF, the proposed Unit 3 emissions are not expected to cause or
contribute to a violation of an AAQS. The results of the AAQS

analysis are contained in Table I-6.

Of the pollutants subject to PSD review only the criteria
pollutants 502, PM, CO, N02, and Pb have an AAQS to compare with.
A1l sources listed in Table I-1 were modeled to determine the

maximum ground-level impacts for 50, and PM. For CO, NO,, and Pb
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only the three units at the Pinellas County RRF were modeled to
determine the maximum ground~level concentrations resulting from

this facility.

The total impact on ambient air is obtained by adding a
"background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentrations,
This "background™ concentration takes into account all sources of
the particular pollutant in question that were not explicitly
modeled. A conservative estimate of these "background"
concentrations is given by the second highest monitored
concentration as listed in Table I-4. This is a conservative
estimate because sources used in the modeling may have
contributed to the monitored value and this would be contributing

doubly to the total impact.

(5) Analysis of Impacts on Soils, Vegetation, Visibility, and

Acid Rain and Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

(a) Impact on Soils and Vegetation

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur as
a result of emissions from the proposed project in conjunction
with all other sources, including a background concentration,
will be below all applicable AAQS including the secondary
standards designed to protect public welfare-related values. No

soils or species of vegetation highly sensitive to these
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emissions in the concentrations predicted are known to occur in

the site vicinity, or in the Chasshowitzka Class I area.
(b) Impact on Visibility

A level I visibility screening analysis was performed to
determine if any impact may occur in the Class I area. The
analysis showed that there was no potential for an adverse impact

on visibility in this area.
(c) Acid Rain Impact

The increased emissions of S0; and NOx, precursors to
possible acid formation and subsequent. acidic rain, from the
proposed Unit 3 project are relatively small. 1In comparison with
the emissions of these pollutants from nearby power plants the
increased loading due to the proposed project is inconsequential.
Thus, no adverse impact on the acidity of rainfall is expected as

a result of this project.
(d) Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

The construction of the proposed Unit 3 will require between
200 and 300 persons. Nearly all will be from the local area.
The project is not expected to stimulate any additional growth or
shift the nature of projected growth to the extent that an air

quality impact will result.
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(e) GEP Stack Height Determination

Good engineering practice (GEP) stack height means the
greater of: (1) 65 meters; or (2) the maximum nearby building
height plus 1.5 times the building height or width, whichever is
less. For the proposed project the building height is 35.4
meters and the building width is 35.0 meters. Thus definition

(2) above leads to a GEP stack height of 87.9 meters.

Due to the proximity of the facility to an airport, the stack
heighﬁ cannot be built to the GEP height. The applicant has
addressed the possible increased ground-level concentrations (as
a result of aerodynamic effects of the nearby building) by

including a downwash mechanism in the modeling.
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TABLE I-1
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
SOURCE PARAMETERS USED IN MODELING

UTM-E UTM-N Stack Height Exit Temperature Exit Velocity Stack Diameter
Source (km) (km) (m) (K) (m/s) (m)
RRF Unit 3 335.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
RRF Units 1-2 335.2 3084.1 49.1 505 26.8 2.37
McKay Bay RRF 360.0 3091.9 45.7 500 21.3 1.91
TECO Big Bend 361.9 3075.0 149.4 426 15.6 7.00
FPC Bartow 342.4 3082.7 91.4 408 44.0 3.35
FPC Higgins 336.5 3098.5 53.0 422 10.4 3.81
Anclote Unit 1 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 50.0 3.66
Anclote Unit 2 324.9 3119.0 152.1 416 28.3 3.66
Hooker Pt. Units 1,2 360.0 3087.5 61.0 427 8.1 4.30
Hooker Pt. Units 3,5 360.0 3087.5 93.3 400 . 26.9 3.20
Hooker Pt. Unit 4 360.0 3087.5 93.3 438 42.4 2.90
Hooker Pt. Unit 6 360.0 3087.5 93.3 417 23.4 5.40
TECO Gannon Units 1-5 385.0 3091.0 85.3 403 9.2 3.43
TECO Gannon Unit 6 385.0 3091.0 85.3 403 18.0 2.87

UTM-E UTM-N Release Height Area Width
Area Source (km) (km) (m) (m)
Golden Triangle 330.0 3085.0 12.45 100
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: , TABLE I-2
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT
MAXIMUM HOURLY EMISSION RATES

S0, PM NOx co HC Pb Hg Be Fluorides Chlorides
Source (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)
RRF Unit 3 10.5 2.8 16.6 8.3 1.7 0.17 0.06  7.2x1076  0.55 22.0
RRF Units 1-2 2.0 5.6
McKay Bay RRF 21.4 4.1
TECO Big Bend 6002.2 79.2
FPC Bartow 722.2 30.9
FPC Higgins 286.7 8.9
Anclote Unit 1 1631.9 58.1
Anclote Unit 2 816.0 29.0
Hooker Pt. Units 1,2 328.0 15.1
Hooker Pt. Units 3,5 384.8 16.7
Hooker Pt. Unit 4 142.6 9.6
Hooker Pt. Unit 5 832.6 10.1
TECO Gannon Units 1-5 130.7 11.8
TECO Gannon Unit 6 58.3 2.6
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TABLE I-3

MAXIMUM AIR QUALITY IMPACTS (UNIT 3 ONLY)
FOR COMPARISON TO DEMINIMUS AMBIENT LEVELS

Maximum Modeled Deminimus Ambient

Pollutant Concentration (ug/m3) Impact Level (mg/m3)
S0, (24-hour) 15.6 13

PM (24-hour) 4.1 10

NO, (Annual) 0.9 14

CO (8-hour) 8.6 575
Pb  (24-hour) 0.25 0.1

Hg (24-hour) 0.082 0.25
Fluorides (24-hour) 0.82 0.25
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. TABLE 1I-4

PINELLAS COUNTY 1982 MONITORING DATA IN THE VICINITY OF
THE PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Averaging Maximum ' 2nd Maximum
Pollutant Site Time Concentration(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3)

S0, 3980 023 3-hour ) 642 485
24-hour 205 112
Annual 24 -
PM 3980 023 24-hour 67 64
Annual 33 -
NO, 3980 018 Annual 27 | -
Co 3980 018 l-hour 14000 11000
8-hour 7000 6000

Pb 3980 024 Quarterly 0.8 0.7
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TABLE I-5
COMPARISON OF NEW SOURCE IMPACTS
WITH PSD INCREMENTS

Pollutant and PSD Class 1I Predicted Increment PSD Class I Predicted
Time Average Increment(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3) Consumed (%) Increment(ug/m3) Concentration(ug/m3J
S0y
3-hour 512 246 48 25 <<25
24-hour 91 81 89 5 <<5
Annual 20 5 25 2 <L2
PM
24-hour 37 6 16 10 <<10
Annual 19 0.4 | <0.1 5 <<5
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TABLE I-6
COMPARISON OF TOTAL IMPACTS WITH
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant and
Time Average

Maximum Impact Maximum Impact Existing Maximum Total Florida

Unit 3 (ug/m3) All Sources (ug/m3) Background (ug/m3) Impact (ug/m3) AAQS (ug/m3)

S04
3-hour 24 269 485 754 1300
24-hour 16 96 112 208 260
Annual 0.6 14 24 38 60
PM
24-hour 4 6 64 70 150
Annual 0.2 0.7 33 34 60
NOz
Annual 1 3 27 30 100
CcO
l1-hour 13 39 11000 11039 40000
8-hour 9 27 6000 6027 10000
Pb
Quarterly 0.3 0.7 0.8 1.5 1.5
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Fog -

A steam plume will be visible from the cooling tower when the
concentration of water vapor in the cooling tower exhaust exceeds
the capacity of the ambient air to hold water vapor. This becomes
more noticeable in the cooler, winter months. Plant induced fog has
been estimated to occur on an average of 14 days per month. Since
cooling-tower induced air saturation will decrease with distance from
the tower, the potential for fogging will be accordingly reduced. It
is thus not anticipated that plant induced fogging will significantly

impact major roadways such as Interstate 275 or the airport,

E.7. NOISE
a. Construction -

During construction of the plant, noises will be those associated
with earth moving, foundation work, erection of steel, pouring of
concrete, normal plant operations, and waste landfilling. The nearest
residential area subjectlto potential impact from construction noise
is approximately 0.8 mile away. Landfilling and previous construction
have been going on in the area producing noises very similar to cons-
truction work; thus construction is not expected to introduce any "new"
noises., The simultaneous operation of both landfilling and construction
equipment is expected to increase noise levels only slightly above that
of just landfilling. However, the residents may be annoyed by the in-
creased duration of the noise during daylight hours.

b. Operation -

The addition of the power plant/resource recovery facility itself

should not result in a significant increase in noise Tevels present in

the nearest residential areas. Activities associated with the operation
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of the plant such as the residue landfilling and the truck traffic
bringing refuse to the plant will Tikely be the significant sources
of noise. Truck traffic into the plant will be from the north, through
the industriaT area, removing it from residential roadways. Noise
levels from the mobile sources will depend on types of equipment utilized
over the years, and the degree of maintenance give. Concentration of
vehicular noise at the plant should be buffered by the plant's enclosed
tipping area, site levees, and landscaping. The elimination of large
scale landfilling in‘the area should bring a reduction in overall
noise levels. -

Although the State does. not curréntly have noise limitations, both
Pinellas County and the City of Pinellas Park either have noise ordin-
ances or zoning standards pertaining to noise with which the resource

recovery facility construction and operation will be expected to comp?y;

E.8 Solid Waste/Hazardous Materiaié

Construction debris such as paper, concrete, ahd plastic will
be landfilled, while scrap metals will be recovered for possible re-
cycling.

During plant operation, the refuse is sorted for large items or
non-combustibles such as demolition debris; remaining refuse will be
incinerated. Following combustion, the residue passes through a re-
source recovery system designed to extract ferrous and non-ferrous
metals. The residue which thea remains is approximately 2.1 percent
by weight of the original raw waste. At a guaranteed level of 530,000
tons-incoming-raw-waste-per-year, approximately 11,130 tons of unusable
residue will remain. This waste will be landfilled on the site. Pinellas
County estimates that approximately one acre per year will be required

for residue disposal.
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. In the event of a facility shutdown, storage facilities at the
processing plant will be sufficient for storage of 3 to 4 days of
incoming waste. |[f the plant would remain out of operation beyond
3 to 4 days, incoming raw wastes would be landfilled at the site
until processing operations could resume.

The original plan of operation for the facility indicated that
wastes would be landfilled in 1ifts which might extend as much as
twenty feet below ground surface. In the past, the limiting depth
of the 1ifts was the level to which the cells could be kept dewatered
during filling. At times, groundwéter Tevels come within one foot of
the graund surface, which would inundate wastes buried that deeply.

The recently amended Section 17-7.04, FAC, now prohibits the
disposal of solid waste in any artificial body of groundwater (a

. landfill cell with groundwaters seeping into it would fit that defin-
ition). However, if the pit or cell is dgwatered, then disposal of
solid waste can occur, but only if permanent leachate‘contro1s are
provided. - A permanent control would be one that is effective after
the cell is covered, throughout the 1ife of the site, and beyond as
well, until the wastes have decayed to innocuous residues.

The original operation plan indicates pumping of leachates and
groundwaters from active cells, but did not make provisions for control
of groundwater inundation once pumping has halted. The County has
proposed using a clay slurry wall keyed into subsurface clays as a
permanent leachate control measure. The County has also shown that
boiler residue is not a hazardous waste although there is a potential

for several parameters to violate water quality criteria.
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. The operational plan does indicate a buffer space between the Tandfill
area and the boundary of the site, of approximately 250 ft. At the maxi-
mum horizontal flow rate of 10 ft. per year (see groundwater section), this
could delay migration of contaminated groundwaters across the site boundary
approximately 25 years. This delay could provide sufficient time for df]u—
tion of contaminants to water quality standards at the site boundary. The
County has requested a zone of discharge up to the site boundary. However,
a more effective means of protecting groundwaters from contamination would
be to remove the potential for groundwater contact altogether by placing the
putrescible wastes (which will hopefully be in small guantities) above the
maximum groundwater level. This would then be in accord with Chapter 17-17,

FAC, since no permanent leachate controls have been installed.

. F. Impacts on Surrounding Land Use and Population Density

The area surrounding the site does not have a high bopulation density,
Some commercial and industrial complexes are located to the northwest of the
site, as well as some agricultural areas. The land adjoining the facility
site is either used for landfills or is utilized as an experimental sod farm
for treatment of sewage sludges. The closest residential properties at this
time are located approximately a mile to the southwest in Pinellas Park.

The 1977 Population estimated for Pinellas Park and the City of St.
Petersburg, respectively, were 34,420 and 258,260, with population densities
of 6.4 and 7.2 persons per acre. Both the population levels and densities
in the entire county have increased substantially over 1970 estimates to
728,531 in 1980, further contributing to the Pinellas County solid waste
problem. The County estimates a population increase of 68,000 people over

..:he five year period from 1980 to 1985. The population is expected to in-
crease 38% over a 20 year period.

One of the impacts of local land use seems to be that of the sod farm
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.sewage effluent spray irrigatian percolation on the area's groundwater
quality. "Groundwater data suggest contaminated plume spreading from the
sod farm. Another similar water gquality impact from a particular land use
is that of high fecal coliform levels in surface waters monitored west of
the proposed facility due to seagull populations feeding off raw garbage
in the existing landfill. This impact is Tikely to deciine, concurrent
with termination of putrescible waste landfilling and operation of the
incineration/power production facility.
Impact on land use and population due to the construction of the resource

recovery plant, on an overall basis, is not considered to be a negative one.

G. Impact on Public Lands and Submerged Lands
Other than the site itself, no other public land will be directly
.affected by the construction of the new boiler.
Neither the facility nor the transmission lines are Tocated in the
proximity of submerged lands. Therefore, no impacts on those Tands can

be expected.

H. Impact on Archaeological Sites and Historic Pfeservation Areas

The facility site is to be located on the premises of an existing land-
fill. It was thus not expectéd to have any historical significance, an
expectation concurred with by the Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
(see Agency Comments section).

An archaeological survey was previously conducted for the entire land-
fill tract. No archaeological sites were Tocated. The plant site is not
located in the proximity of any inventoried sites of historical or archaeo-

.1ogica1 significance, and so should have no impact on off-site locations.
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. yII. CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL SAFEGUARDS

As outlined in the application, construction procedures,
including runoff control facilities and practices to avoid
contamination of state waters, must be implemented. The cons-
truction site will be isolated from the general public by
appropriate means which may include fences and guards. Conm-
pliance with OSHA standards and the provisions of Section
440.56, F.S., should adequately protect construction workers
and operating personnel.

The conceptual design of most of the major pollution.con-
trol equipment appears sufficient to protect thé public and

to protect the environment from significant harm.

. VIII. COMPLIANCE AND VARIANCES

A. Compliance

As currently designed, the Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility will not contribute to a violation of ambient air
quality standards.

The disposal of solid waste and boiler residue in unlined
cells will produce contaminate leachate that makes compiiance
with groundwater quality criteria at site boundaries uncertain.
[f the combustion waste storage area is surrounded by a ben-
tonite clay slurry wall keyed into underground ciays, if raw
garbage is kept above the water table, and if the conditions
of certification are complied with, then ground water quality

. criteria should not be degraded.
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IX. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Conclusions
1. Construction Impacts

Construction of the proposed facilities would have
the following impacts:

a. Disruption of previously disturbed land ad-
jacent to the existing facility.

b. Construction noise levels (excluding pile
driving and steam blowout of boiler tubes) should be sTightly
less than 55 dB{A) equivalent to EPA's guidelines at the boun-
dary of the site. This should not be an annoyance to outside
activities at the nearest residences. Steam blowout may cause
noticeable noise levels at the nearest residence. Steam blow-
out will occur intermittently over a two week period. Pinellas
County should attempt to notify the neighboring residents prior
to the start of steam tube blowout in an effort to partially
mitigate any annoyance caused by the loud noises.

c. Construction traffic to and from the site
should not cause any additional congestion in the plant vicin-
ity.

2. O0Operation

a. The Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) will burn
solid waste. Impacts on air quality will include emissions
such as sulfur dioxide, oxides of nitrogen, particulate matter
and other minor constituents. These emissions will be 1imited
by use of control technology considered to be the best available.

Fugitive dust from vehicies, heavy equipment and ash handling
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will be controlled by a variety of methods to reduce adverse
impacts. The control equipment is designed to comply with
federal and state emission limitations. Under most meteor-
ological conditions, the RRF plant will not contribute to
violations of ambient air quality standards.

b. There is sufficient water available from the
nearby sewage treatment plants to supply the volume require-
ments of the cooling system.

¢. There will be no consumptive use of fresh
groundwater at the RRF due to use of treated sewage'eff1ﬁent
in the cooling system. A small amount of potable water will
be obtained from the Pinellas Park municipal water system.

d. The Southwest F]orida Water Management District
stated the following in their report dated September 22, 1983:

“"The county is using reclaimed water for its

industrial non-potable needs, which reduces
the need for potable water and promotes water
conservation. We encourage the use of re-
claimed water for this and other similar pro-
jects."

e. The percolation of leachate from the solid
waste disposal areas may violate groundwater criteria both
beneath and beyond the site boundaries due to the permeability
of the sands underlying the site. Leachate containing heavy
metals may adversely affect the creeks and wetland communities

bordering the site to the east.
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f. Noise from operation of the plant addition
should not greatly increase noise Tevels in the area. The
operation of the sanitary landfill and its associated traf-
fic will tend to mask operational noise of the RRF.

3. The original site was found by the Governor and
Cabinet to be in compliance with local land use plans and
zoning regulations.

4. The Public Service Commission has concluded a
need exists for the expanded facility.

5. The Department of Community Affairs concluded
that for the most part the proposed RRF meets most of the
objectives, goals and policies of the State Comprehensive
Plan.

6. The Division of Archives, History and Records
Management determined that the proposed plant was not likely
to affect significant archaeological or historical sites.

7. The construction and operation of the resource
recovery facility will permit the closing of current land-
fills and a reduction in land area that would otherwise be
. required for future landfills.

8. VUse of the facility will reduce groundwater
pollution due to cessation of the disposal of raw garbage
in the County's existing landfills; there will be a con-
current reduction in air and noise pollution, odors, flies,
scavenging birds, and other vectors due to the closure of

Tandfills containing putrescible wastes.
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9. Ninety-eight percent of the solid waste received
will be reduced. Recovery will be either as recyclable mat-
erials or as electricity. The remaining two percent will be
landfilled as a relatively inert residue (ash).

10. Putrescible wastes should be landfilled in sep-
arate cells from the boiler residues, to minimize the pos-
sibility of enhancement of metallic leachate formation through
chemical interactions between the organic acids formed from
the decomposition of putrescible wastes and the boiler residue.

11. Utilization of treated sewage effluent for cooling
purposes conservés higher-quality water for more guality-
dependent purposes.

12. Noise generated by the construction of the plant
may create a slight nuisance to the existing residential areas;
operatianal noise should be no greater than currently occurring
in the area.

B, Recommendations

If Pinellas County agrees to abide by the conditions of
certification, the DER would recommend certification of the
resource Recovery Plant. This recommendation is based on the
following rationale.

1. Full load operation of the RRF would not violate
ambient air quality standards.

2. Proper management of stormwater runoff and instal-
lation of permanent leachate controls such as a slurry wall
around the site should prevent vielations of water quality
criteria off site.
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3. The conversion of solid waste into energy reduces
the potential for groundwater contamination and public health
hazards and will benefit electric utitity customers by pro-

ducing electricity not dependent on expensive imported oils.
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State of rlorida Department of Environmental Regulation
Pinelias County

Resource Recovery Facility

Case No. PA 78-11 and 83-18

CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

I.

II.

III.

Iv.

CHANGE IN DISCHARGE

A1l discharges or emissions authorized herein shall be
consistent with the terms and conditions of this certification.
The discharge of any pollutant not identified in the applica-
tion, or more freguent than, or at a level in excess of that
authorized herein, shall constitute a violation of the certi-
fication. Any anticipated facility expansions, production
increases, or process modifications which may result in new,
different, or increased discharges or pollutants, change in
fuel, or expansion in steam generating capacity must be reported
by submission of a new or supplemental application pursuant to
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

NON-COMPLIANCE NOTIFICATION

I1f, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or
will be unable to comply with any limitation specified in this
certification, the permittee shall notify the Southwest Florida
District Manager of the Department by telephone during the
working day that said noncompliance occurs and shall confirm
this in writing within seventy-two (72) hours of becoming aware
of such conditions, and shall supply the following information:

A. A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and

B. The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and
times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the
noncompliance is expected to continue, and steps being
taken to reduce, eliminate and prevent recurrence of the
noncomplying event.

FACILITIES OPERATION

The permittee shall at all times maintain in dgood working
order and operate as efficiently as possible ail treatment or
control facilities or systems installed or used by the per-
mittee to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of
this certification. Such systems are not to be bypassed without
prior Department approval.

ADVERSE IMPACT

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize
any adverse impact resulting from noncompiiance with any limit-
ation specified in this certification, including such accelerated
or additional monitoring as necessary to determine the nature and
impact of the noncompiying discharge.



VI.

VII.

VITI.

XI.

RIGHT OF ENTRY

I'he permittee shall allow the Secretary of the Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation and/or authorized
representatives, upon the presentation of credentials:

A. To enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent
source 1is located or in which records are required to be
kept under the terms and conditions of this permit, and

B. To have access to and copy any records required to be
kept under the conditions of this certification, and

C. To inspect and test any monitoring equipment or moni-
toring method required in this certification and to
sample any discharge or pollutants, and

D. To assess any damage to the environment or vicolation of
ambient standards.

REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION

This certification may be suspended or revoked pursuant
to Section 403.512, Florida Statutes, or for violations of any
of its conditions.

CIVIL AND CRIMINAL LIABILITY

This certification does not relieve the permittee from
civil or criminal penalties for noncompliance with any condi-
tions of this certification, applicable rules or reaulations
of the Department or Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, or regqula-
tions thereunder.

Subject to Section 403.511, Florida Statutes, this certi-
fication shall not preclude the institution of any legal action
or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, or penalties
established pursuant to any other applicabie State Statutes,
or regulations.

PROPERTY RIGHTS

The issuance of this certification does not convey any
property rights in either real or personal property, nor any
exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to
public or private property or any invasion of personal rights
?or any infringement of Federal, State or local Taws or regu-

ations.

SEVERABILITY

The provisions of this certification are severable, and
if any provision of this certification or the application of
any provision of this certification to any circumstances, is
held invalid, the application of such provision to other cir-
cumstances and the remainder of the certification shall not be
affected thereby.



XTI,

XIIL.

XITL.

DEFINITIGNS

The meaning of terms used herein shall be governed by
the definitions contained in Chapter 403, Florida Statutes
and any regulations adopted pursuant thereto. In the event
of any dispute over the meaning of a term in these general
or special conditiaons which is not defined in such statutes
or regulations, such dispute shall be resolved by reference
to the most relevant definitions contained in any other state
or federal statute or regulation or, in the alternative by
the use of the commoniy accepted meaning as determined by the
Department.

REVIEW OF SITE CERTIFICATION

The certification shall be final unless revised, revoked
or suspended pursuant to law. At least every five years from
the date of issuance of certification the Department shaill
review all monitoring data that has been submitted to it during
the preceding five-year period for the purpose of determining
the extent of the permittee's compliance with the conditions of
this certification and the environmental impact of this facility.
The Department shall submit the results of its review and
recommendations to the permittee. Such review will be repeated
at least every five years thereafter.

MODIFICATION OF CONDITIONS

Pursuant to Subsection 403.516(1), F.S., the Board hereby
delegates the authority to the Secretary to modify any con-
dition of this certification dealing with sampling, monitoring,
reporting, specification of control equipment, related time
schedules, or any special studies conducted, as necessary to
attain the objectives of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes.

A1l other modifications shall be made in accordance with
Section 403.516, Florida Statutes.

———

CONSTRULTION

The facility shail be constructed, as a minimum, pursuant
to the design standards presented in the application.

A. Control Measures

1. Stormwater Runoff

To control runoff during construction which may reach and
thereby pollute Waters of the State, necessary measures shall
be utilized to settle, filter, treat or absorb silt-containing
or pollutant-laden stormwater to insure against spillage or
discharge of excavated material that may cause turbidity in
excess of 50 Jackson Turbidity Units above background in Waters
of the State. Control measures may consist of sediment traps,
barriers, berms, and vegetation plantings. Exposed or dis-



turbed soil shail be protected and stabilized as soon as pos-
sible to minimize silt and sediment laden runoff. The pH
shall be kept within the range of 6.0 to 8.5.

2. Burning

Open burning 1n connection with Tand clearing shall be in
accordance with Chapter 17-5, FAC, and County Ordinance 76-18.
No additional permits shall be required, but prior to each
act of burning, the Division of Forestry shall be contacted
to determine if satisfactory conditions exist for burning.
Open burning shall not occur if the Division of Forestry has
issued a ban on burning due to fire hazard conditions.

3. Sanitary Wastes

Disposal of sanitary wastes from construction toilet
facilities shall be in accordance with appticable regulations
of the appropriate local health agency.

4. Solid Wastes

Solid wastes resulting from construction shall be dis-
posed of in accordance with the applicable regulations of
Chapter 17, FAC.

5. Noise

Construction noise shall not exceed local noise ordinance
specifications, nor those noise standards imposed by zoning.

6. Dust

The County shall employ proper dust-control techniques to
minimize fugitive dust emissions.

7. Transmission Lines

The directly associated transmission lines from the
Resource Recovery Facility electric generators to the existing
Florida Power Corporation Gandy substation shall be cleared,
maintained and prepared without the use of herbicides.

B. Environmental Contro] Program

An environmental control program shall be established
under the supervision of a qualified person to assure that all
construction activities conform to good environmental pract1ces
and the applicable conditions of certification.

If unexpected or harmful effects or evidence or irrever-
sible environmental damage are detected duiing construction,
the permittee shall notify the DER Southwest Florida District
Office, 7601 Highway 301 North, Tampa, Florida, 33610, by
telephone during the working day that the effect or damage



occurs and shall confirm this in writing within seventy-two
{72) hours of becoming aware of such conditions, and shall
provide in writing an analysis of the problem and a plan to
eliminate or significantly reduce the harmful effects of

damage.
C. Reporting

1. Starting three (3) months after certification, a
quarterly construction status report shall be submitted to
the Southwest Florida District Office of the Department of
Environmental Regqgulation. The report shall be a short
narrative describing the progress of construction.

2. Upon completion of construction the DER Southwest
Florida District Office will be notified in order that a
pre-operational inspection can be performed.

XIV. OPERATION

A. Air

The operation of the Resource Recovery Facility shall
be in accordance with all applicable provisions of Chapter
17-2, 17-5, and 17-7, Florida Administrative Code. In addi-
tion to the foregoing, the permittee shall comply with the
following specific conditions of certification:

1. Emission Limitations

a. Stack emissions shall not exceed the following:

(1) Particulate matter: 0.03 grains per standard
cubic foot dry gas corrected to 12% CO,

(2) SO0,: 83 1bs/hr of Sulfur Dioxide
(3) Nitrogen Oxides: 132 1bs/hr

(4) Carbon Monoxide: 66 1bs/hr

{5) Lead: 1.3 1bs/hr

(6) Mercury: 3200 grams/day when more than 2205
1bs/day of municipal sludge is fired. Com-
pliance shall be determined in accordance
with 40 CFR 61, Method 101, Appendix B.

(7) Odor: there shall be no objectionable odor.

(8) Visible emissions: opacity shall be no greater
than 10% except that visible emissions with no
more than 20% opacity may be allowed for up to
three minutes in any one hour. Opacity com-

pliance shall be demonstrated in accordance



with Florida Administrative Code Rule

17-2, 700(6}(2)9;, DER Method 9.

b. The height of the boiler exhaust stacks shall

not be less than 161 feet above grade.

c. The incinerator boilers shall not be loaded
in excess of their rated capacity of 87,500

pounds per hour each.

d. The incinerator boilers shall have a metal name
plate affixed in a conspicuous place on the
shell showing manufacturer, model number, type
waste, rated capacity and certification number.

e. Compliance with the limitations for particulates,

sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon

monoxide

and lead shall be determined in accordance with
Florida Administrative Code Rule 17-2.700, DER
Methods 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A,
Method 7. The stack test shall be performed at

+ % of the maximum steam rate of
per hour.

2. Electrostatic Precipitator

The three-field electrostatic precipitator
designed and constructed to allow the installation
fourth field in the event that the three-field ESP
perform as specified, or if other parameter of the
operation are subsequently modified, necessitating
control.

3. Air Monitoring Program

pounds

shall be
of a

fails to
facility's
additional

a. The permittee shall install and operate contin-
uously monitoring devices for stack oxygen and

opacity. The monitoring devices shall

meet the

applicable requirements of Chapter 17-2.710,
FAC, and 40 CFR 60.45, and 40 CFR 60.13, inclu-

ding certification of each device.

b. The permittee shall provide sampling ports into
the stack and shall provide access to the sam-

pling ports in accordance with Section
{4), FAC.

17-2.700

C. The permittee shall have a sampling test of the
stack emissions performed by a commercial testing
firm within 90 days of the start of operation of
the boilers and annually from the date of testing

thereafter,



d. The permittee shall install and operate two
continuous 50, monitors and one continuous wind
direction and velocity monitor in the immediate
vicinity of the site. The monitors shall be
specifically located as designated by the DER
and shall conform to 40 CFR 53. Monitoring
shall begin upon commencement of operation.

4. Reporting

a. Two copies of the results of the stack tests shall
be submitted within forty-five days of testing to
the DER Southwest Florida District Office.

b. Stack monitoring shall be reported to the DER
Southwest District Office on a quarterly basis
in accordance with Section 17-2.710, FAC, and
40 CFR, Part 60, Section 60.7. :

c. S0, monitoring shall be reported to the DER South-
west Florida District Gffice on a monthly basis.

B. Fuel

The Resource Recovery Faci]ity shall utilize refuse suchw
as garbage and trash (as defined in Chapter 17-7, FAC) as its
fuel. Use of alternate fuels would necess1tate m0d1f1cat10n
of-these Cona1t1ons of Cert1f1cat1on p

B h ) _ L _”
C. Cooling Tower

1. Makeup Water Constituency

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize only
treated sewage effluent or stormwater runoff from the storm-
water holding pond as cooling tower makeup water. The efflu-
ent shall have received prior to use in the tower, as a mini-
mum, secondary treatment, as well as treatment described in
Condition XIV.C.2. below. Use of waters other than treated
sewage effluent or site stormwater, i.e., higher auality pot-
able waters or lower qua11ty less-than-secondarily treated
sewage effluent, will require a modification of conditions
agreed to by the Southwest Florida Water Management District
and the Department and must be approved by the Governor and
Cabinet.

2. Chlorination

Free chlorine levels in the coo11ng tower makeup
water shall continuously be monitored, prior to insertion in
the cooling towers. Sewage effluent used as makeup shall be
treated if necessary to maintain a 1.0 mg/liter free chlorine
residual after fifteen minutes contact time. Chlorination
should occur at an efflent turbidity of 5 Nephelometric
Turbidity Units or less.



3. Special Studies

Upon satisfactory demonstration to the Department
that the number of viruses entering the towers in the ef-
fluent makeup can be reduced to an undetectable level with
the use of a lesser amount of chlorination or alternate
treatment, the above requirement may be altered. This
demonstration may occur through performance of special studies
approved by the Department. Alteration of the chlorination
requirements must still insure adequate treatment for the
control of bacterial growth in the cooling towers.

D. MWater Discharges

1. Surface Water

a. Any discharges from the site stormwater/leachate
treatment system via the emergency overflow struc-
ture which result from any event LESS than a ten-
year, 24-hour storm (as defined by the U.S. Weather
Bureau Technical Paper No. 40, or the DOT drainage
manual, or similar documents) shall meet State
Water Quality Standards, Chapter 17-3, FAC.

b. Sampling of water quality in the aeration pond,
the cattail ponds, and an analysis of the tissues
of the cattails utilized as part of the leachate/
stormwater treatment system shalil be conducted
prior to pumping of leachate or stormwater through
this system to verify background levels and con-
centrations of any metals, especially heavy metals,
already present in the ponds or the vegetation,
Within three months after commencement of storm-
water/leachate pumping through this system, and
quarterly thereafter, the pond waters and cattail
tissues, as well as root detritus or other sedi-
ments on the bottom of the ponds shall again be
sampled to determine the degree and effectiveness
of heavy metal uptake treatment in this system, and
for correlation with groundwater monitoring data.
If analyses indicate that toxic levels of materials
are present in the cattail tissues, root detritus,
or other pond precipitates, then these materials
shall be incinerated or otherwise removed from con-
tact with the natural environment and groundwaters.
Results of analyses conducted shall be sent to the
Department for review of system effectiveness.

¢. Leachate, stormwater, or other site wastewaters
which are to be spray irrigated shall be treated to
conform to any rules promulgated by the State for
the land application of wastewaters in areas not
commonly accessible to the public,



d.

Cooling tower blowdown shall not be discharged
to surface waters.

2. Groundwaters

a.

A1l discharges to groundwaters, such as landfill

leachate, shall be collected and treated as nec-

essary, or otherwise be of high enough quality,
to be able to meet the Water Quality Standards of
Chapter 17-3.101, FAC, (Class I-B Groundwaters)
at the boundary of the site.

If the groundwater monitoring system in the vic-
inity of the aeration/cattail ponds indicate that
groundwater quality beyond the boundary of the site
has been deteriorated by substances leaching from
these ponds, then these ponds shall be lined or
other Departmentally approved methods employed to
reduce further leaching sufficient to insure
attainment of groundwater quality standards at

the boundary of the site.

3. Groundwater Monitoring Program

a.

Sampling of the shallow aguifer groundwater quality
shall be conducted in at least four wells in the

site vicinity. One of these wells shall be up
hydrologic slope from the landfill area to provide
current background data; one shall be located in the
immediate vicinity of the aeration/cattail ponds;

and two shall be located down hydrologic slope from
the landfill/spray irrigation areas. Specific
location of these wells may be proposed by the appli-
cant, but must be approved by the Department.

Operational background monitoring shall commence at
lTeast one year prior to operation of the resource
recovery facility. Construction of monitorina wells
and the collection of samples shall be in accordance
with EPA recommended methods as contained in Pro-
cedures Manual for Ground Water Monitoring at Solid
Waste Disposal Facilities (EPA/530/SW-611). The
wells shall be deep enough to insure that groundwater
samples can be obtained with the groundwater table
elevation at its estimated lowest point and shall

be protected from damage or destruction. Samples
shall be analyzed in accordance with the methods
described in Chapter 17-4, FAC. Analyses shall be
performed by laboratories which are approved by the
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services to
conduct analyses pursuant to Section 403.863, F.S.,
the State Public Water Supply Laboratory Certification
Program.



c. The wells shall be monitored on a quarterly
basis for the following parameters:

Conductivity Arsenic Selenium
Nitrates Barium Silver
Iron Cadmium Chlorides
CoD Chromium pH

Nickel Lead Copper
ATuminum Mercury Zinc

Total Coliform Bacteria

d. Reports shall be submitted in duplicate within
30 days of receipt of analysis results to the
Department for distribution to the appropriate
review personnel,

e. The monitoring program may be reviewed annually
by the Department, and a determination made as
to the necessity and extent of continuation of
the program. Aspects of the program relating to
sampling, monitoring, reporting, and related time
schedules may be modified in accordance with the
provisions of condition number XII.

E. Solid/Hazardous Waste

1. Operation of the associated landfill shall be done in
accordance with all applicable portions of Chapter 17-7, FAC,
including prohibitions, procedures for closing of the land-
fill, and final cover requirements, or, as provided in this
condition (XIV.E.)} in its entirety.

2. Putrescible wastes shall receive daily cover. Mo
cover shall be required for the landfilling of only ash or
construction/demolition debris. Daily cover shall consist of
a six inch layer of compacteéd earth placed at the end of each
working day.

3. Rodent and insect control shall be provided as nec-
essary to protect the health and safety of site employees and
the public. Pesticides used to control rodents, flies, and
other vectors shall be as specified by the Florida Department
of Agriculture and Consumer Services.

4. A monthly report shall be prepared detailing the amount
and type (putrescibie, special wastes, boiler residue, etc.)
of materials landfilled at the site, and the treatment pro-
vided (see condition XIV.E.2. above). These reports shall
be furnished to the DER Southwest District Office quarterly,
commencing 120 days after the Resource Recovery becomes
operational and is producing residues.



5. Unless approved by the Department with subsequent modi-
fication of conditions, this facility shall not accept materials
currently defined as "Hazardous Wastes", i.e. pesticides, vola-
tile or radioactive material, etc.

6. No putrescible wastes shall be placed below the maximum
groundwater level unless permanent leachate controls are installed.
Methodology for permanent leachate controls shall be submitted to
the Department for review. Such methodology shall not be imple-
mented until approved by the Department. In the absence of perma-
nent leachate controls, demolition debris and other non-putrescible
items {other than boiler residue) shall be utilized to separate
the putrescible waste from the groundwater. Boiler residue may be
placed below the maximum groundwater level without permanent
leachate controls provided that the permittee demonstrates that
the residue will not contribute to a violation of water quality
criteria at the boundary of a zone of discharge extending 100 feet
from the landfill perimeter. Fly ash shall not be placed below
the maximum groundwater level without permanent leachate controils.

7. Separate cells and 1ifts shall be maintained for land-
filling putrescible wastes.

8. A1l cells will be constructed to promote leachate drainage
to a Tow end of the cell; all leachate formed at the Tow end of an
active cell shall be pumped to the aeration pond for treatment.

9. A chemical analysis of the boiler residue shall be con-
ducted within 30 days after commencement of operation, testing at
the minimum for levels of Cadmium, Chromium, Zinc and Lead to
determine the nature and potential toxicity or hazardousness of
the materials created in the combustion process.

10. Results from the residue analysis shall immediately be
sent to the Department and will be used to determine whether or
not these materials constitute a "Hazardous Waste" as defined by
Chapter 17-30, FAC; results of these analyses may also be used
for correlation with groundwater monitoring information and in
any subsequent modification of conditions.

11. If residue material are determined to be a "Hazardous
Waste”, then measures shall be taken to treat or dispose of the
residues pursuant to rules promulgated by either Federal or State
authorities.

12. If the nature of materials received at the facility be-
comes altered, either due to modification of conditions, i.e., the
facility is allowed to incinerate already known hazardous wastes
such as pesticides, or if groundwater monitoring reveals unusual
groundwater conditions which may be attributable to the landfilling
of this residue, then a subsequent analysis may be required at that
time.



13. There shall be no discharge to the environment
of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds.

F. Operational Safeguards

The overall design and layout of the facilities shall
be such as to minimize hazards to humans and the environ-
ment. Security control measures shall be utilized to pre-
vent exposure of the public to hazardous conditions. The
Federal Occupational Safety and Health Standards will be
complied with during construction and operation. The safety
standards specified under Section 440.56, Florida Statutes,
by the Industrial Safety Section of the Florida Department
of Commerce will be complied with during operation.

G. Transmission Lines

The directly associated transmission Tines from the
Resource Recovery Facility electric generators to the
Florida Power Corporation Gandy Substation shall be kept
cleared without the use of herbicides.

H. Noise
Operational noises shall not exceed local noise

ordinance limitations nor those noise standards imposed
by zoning.
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Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blairstone Road
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Dear Mr. Oven:

The attached orders constitute the Commission'’s final
reports, as required by Section 403.507(1) (b) of the Power
Plant Siting Act, on the applications of Pinellas and
Hillsborough Counties for power plant certification.

As the orders indicate, the matter was handled in the
form of a Proposed Agency Action. No person requested a
hearing within the required time; therefore, the Commission's
finding that a need exists for the proposed plants has become

final. \
Sincerely gpﬁts,
/\/i{,.// ~\‘/
¢/ DAVID L. SWAFFQRD ~
Executive Director
DLS/cd

CC: Commissiocners
Electric & Gas Department
Legal Department
Department of Community Affairs
Hillsborough County
Pinellas County
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BEFORE THE FLORILCA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Pinellas County } DQCEET 830417-EU
for determination of need for a solid) ORDER NO. 12611
waste~-fired cogeneration power plant.) ISSUED: 10-14-83
)

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition
of this matter:

GERALD L. GUNTER, Chairman
JOSEPH P. CRESSE
JOEN R. MARKS, III
KATIE NICHOLS
SUSAN LEISNER

ROTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

ORDER

BY TEE COMMISSION: ) i
Under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Section
403.501, Florida Statutes, the Commission is charged with the
responsibility of determining whether construction of a proposed
electrical generation facility is necessary to meet the present
or expected need for electricity in all or part of Plorida.
Under the Act, the Department of Environmental Regulation must
determine whether the proposed plant will comply with all
relevant environmental standards and whether the proposed site
for the plant is suitable for that use. Weighing all of these
determinations, the Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the Power
Plant Siting Board, ultimately determine whether approval will be
granted for construction of the propesed plant.

Certification under the Act must be obtained for the
construction of any genherating facility greater than 50 MW, or
for the expansion of any existing electrical power plant.
Pinellas County currently owns an existing solid waste-fired
power plant containing a single 50.9-megawatt (gross) turbine
generator and two incinerater/boilers located near Pinellas Park
in Pinellas County, Florida, and has an existing Power Plant Site
Certification for the facility. Pinellas County proposes to
conatruct and operate an additional incinerator/boiler, and a
single 2%9-megawatt (gross) turbine generator facility at the same
gite, The proposed incinerator/boiler will be similar to the two
incinerator/boilers currently owned by the County and will have
the capacity to burn up to 1,050 tons per day of 5000 BTU per
pound solid waste. This is a gmall power production facility
within the meaning of PURPA and Rules 25-17.80 through 25-17.87,
Florida Administrative Code.

The steam generated by the proposed incinerator/boiler plant
will be used to drive a single 29-megawatt (gross) turbine
generator which will produce electricity that will be sold to

. Florida Power Corporation. The projected in-service date for the

unit is July 1986, with construction scheduled to begin in the
summer of 1984. The existing facility presently is selling an
average of 38-40 MW a year to Florida Power Corporation. With
increasing fuel supply and capacity expansion, the facility will
ultimately have about 60 MW available for sale to Florida Power
Corporation in mid-1990's. By a petition filed on August 29,
1983, Pinellas County seeks. an affirmative determination of need
for the 29 MW generating plant,

While the Power Plant Siting Act requires the Commission to
determine whether a need exists for the proposed generating
facility, the purpose of the Commission's need determination is

DOCULENT NO.
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to protect electric utility tatepayers from unnecessary
expenditures. The statute lists four criteria the Commission
must consider in determining need:

1) the need for electrical system reliability and
integrity;

2) the need for adequate electricity at a reascnable
cost; :

3) whether the proposed plant is the most cost
effective alternative available; and

4) conservation measures taken or reaschably available
that might mitigate the need for new plant (Sec.
403,515, F.S.)

Congress and the Florida Legislature have determined that
cogeneration and small power production should be encouraged on
the premise that they constitute alternate sources of power that
either displace production of fossil fuel electricity or use
fossil fuels more efficiently. Moreover, the proliferation of
cogeneration and small power production facilities may okviate
the need for construction of additienal generating facilities by
electric utilities., Therefore,.in the present context, we find
that the County's proposed small power production facility will
increase electrical system reliability and integrity and will
maintain the supply of adequate electricity at a reasonable cost
while reducing our dependence on fossil fuel. When viewed ag an
alternative to construction of additional generating facilities
by electric utilities, and considering the permissible level of
Payments to small power producers outlined in Rules 25-17.80
through 25-17.87, Fla. Admin. Code, the proposed facility is the
most cost effective alternative available. Finally, construction
of the plant is a conservation measure which we have encouraged
precisely because it may mitigate the need for additional
construction by electric utilities, Therefare, the relief sought
in this petition, an affirmative determinacion of need, will be
and the same is hereby granted. It is, therefore,

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that this
Order constitute the final report required by Section
403.507 (1) (b), Florida Statutes, the report concluding that a
need exists, within the meaning of Section 403, Plorida Statutes,
for the construction of the 29 MW generating facility proposed by
Pinellas County, Florida. It is further

ORDERED that a copy of this Order be furnished to the
Department of Environmental Regulation, as required by Section
403.507(1) (b), Florida Statutes. It is further

ORDERED that any person adversely affected by the action
proposed herein may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as
provided in Rule 25-22.29, within 21 days of the date of this
order, November 4, 1983, in the form provided by Rule
25-22.36(7) (a) and (f). It is further

ORDERED that in the absence of such a petition, this Order
shall become effective and final as provided by Rule 25-22.29(6),
as stated in a subsequent order.

By Order of the Florida Public Service Commisison, tRis

l4th day of OCTOBER 1983. )

{ SEAL}

BED
COMMISSION CLERK




BEFORE THE FLCRIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition by Hillsborough County )} DOCKET 830419-FU

for determination of need for a solid ) ORDER NO. 128610

waste-fired cogeneration power plant. ) ISSUED: 10-14~83
}

The following Commissioners participated in the dispositicon of
this matter:

GERALD L. GUNTER, Chairman
JOSEPH P. CRESSE
JOHN R. MARKS, IIT
KATIE NICECLS
SUSAN W. LEISNER

NOTICE QOF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION

QRDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

Under the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, Section
403.501, Florda Statutes, the Commission is charged with the
responsibility of determining whether comstruction of a proposed
electrical generation facility is necessary to meet the present or
expected need for electricity in all or part of Florida. Under the
Act, the Department of Environmental Regulation must détermine
whether the proposed plant will comply with all relevant
environmental standards and whether the proposed site for the plant
is suitable for that use. Weighing all of these determinations, the
Governor and Cabinet, sitting as the Power Plant Siting Board,
ultimately determine whether approval will be granted for
construction of the proposed plant.

Certification under the Act must be obtained for the
construction of any generating facility greater than 50 MW, and may
be obtained for a smaller facility. Hillsborough County has elected
to seek certification of its proposed 39 MW small power production
facility, by a petition filed on August 30, 1983,

Hillsborough County proposes teo construct and operate a solid
waste-fired electrical generating facility using 1,200 tons of
municipal solid waste per day as its primary fuel source. 1In
anticipation of its expected needs, Hillsborough County seeks
certification for an ultimate site electrical generating capacity of
39 megawatts (gross), using 1,600 tons per day of municipal solid
waste fuel. This is a small power production facility within the
meaning of PURPA and Rules 25-17.80 through 25-17.87, Fla. admin,
Code.

The proposed plant will utimately produce 39-megawatts of power
which will be sold to Tampa Electric Company. The projected
in-service date for the unit is July, 1987, with construction
scheduled to begin in the summer of 1984. In its first year of
production, the plant will make available for sale to Tampa
Elactric, about 13 MW on an annual average basis, Generation will
continue to increase as the supply of fuel increases and the -
ultimate capacity available for sale to Tampa Electric will reach
about 30 MW on an annual average basis in the late 1990's.

While the Power Plant Siting Act requires the Commission ta
determine whether a need exists for the proposed genarating
facility, the purpcse of the Commission's need determination is to
protect electric utility ratepayers from unnecessary expenditures.
The statute lists four criteria the Commission must consider in
determining need:

DOCLMENT NO. -
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1) the need for electrical system reliability and
integrity;

2) the need for adequate electricity at a reasonable
costy

3) whether the proposed plant is the most cost
effective alternative avajlable; and

4) conservation measures taken or reasonably available
that might mitigate the need for new plant (Sec.
403.519, F.S5.)

Congress and the Florida Legislature have determined that
cogeneration and small pawer production should be encouraged on the
premise that they constitute alternate sources of power that either
displace preduction of fossil fuel electricity or use fossil fuels
more efficiently. Moreover, the proliferation of cogeneration and
small power production facilities may obviate the need for
construction of additional generating facilities by electric
utilities. Therefore, in the present context, we find that the
County's proposed small power production facility will increase
electrical system reliability and integrity and will maintain the
supply of adequate electricity at a reasonable cost while reducing
our dependence on fossil fuel. When viewed as an alternative to
construction of additional generating facilities by electric
utilities, and considering the permissible level of payments to
small power producers outlined in Rules 25-17.80 through 25-17.87,
Florida Adminstrative Code, the propoged facility is the most ceost
effective alternative available, Finally, construction of the plant
is a conservation measure which we have encouraged precisely because
it may mitigate the need for additional construction by electric
utilities., Therefore, the relief sought in this petition, an
affirmative determination of need, will be and the same is hereby
granted. It is, therefore,

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that this
Order constitute the final report required by Section 403.507(1) (b},
Florida Statutes, the report concluding that a need exists, within
the meaning of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, for the construction
of the 39 MW generating facility proposed by Hillsborough County,
FPlorida. It is further

ORDERED that a copy of this Order be furnished to the
Department of Environmental Regulation, as required by Section
403.507(1) (b), Florida Statutes. It is further

ORDERED that any person adversely affected by the action
proposed herein may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as
provided in Rule 25-22.29, within 21 days of the date of this order,
November 4, 1983, in the form provided by Rule 25-22.36(7)({a) and
(£y. It is further

ORDERED that in the absence of such a petition, this oOrder
shall become effective and final as provided by Rule 25-22.29(6), as
stated in a subsequent order.

By Order of the Florida Public Service Commisison, this
14th day of OCTOBER 1983.

(SEAL) P ’,f/f/,

Ao
STEVE TRf;BLE

BED _COMMISSION CLERK

/



BEPORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Petition of Pinellas County for ) DOCKET NO, B30417-EU

deternmination of need for a solid waste-~) ORDER NO. 12677

fired cogensration power plant. ) ISSUED: 11-14-83
) ‘

CONSUMMATING ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

By Order No. 12611, this Commisajion proposed to take certain
action, subject to a Petition for Formal Proceeding as provided
in Rule 25-22.29, Plorida Administrative Code. No response has
been filed to the order and it has becorme e!fective. It is,
therefore,

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that thia
Order constitute the final report required by Section
403.507(1){b}, Florida Statutes, the report concluding that a
need exits, within the meaning of Section 403, Florida Statutes,
for the construction of the 29 MW generating facility proposed by
Pinellas County, Florida. It is further

ORDERED that a copy of .this Order be furnished to the
Department of Environmental Regulation, as required by SQction
403, 507(1)(b), Plorida Statutes., It is further

ORDERED that QOrder No. 12611 be and the same is hereby
determined to be effective and final on November 4, 1983, as
provided in Rule 25-22.29(6), Florida Adninistrative Code. It is
further

ORDERED that this docket be closed.

By ORDER of the Florida Publlc Service Commission, this
day 14th of November, 1983.

\,8teve Tribpble
COHMISSION‘S RK

(SEAL)
BED

Received DER

NOV 23 196~
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Governor

JOHN M. DeGROVE
Secretary

Received DER

NOV 17 1383
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November 17, 1983

Mr. Hamilton Oven, Jr.
Department of

Environmental Regulation
2600 Blairstone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mr. Oven:

Attached is the Department of Community Affairs' report
on Pinellas County's Resource Recovery Facility (Phase II)
power plant site certification application for an additional
29 megawatt generating capacity. Pursuant to Section 403.507,
Florida Statutes, the report assesses the compatibility of
the proposed electric power plant expansion with the State
Comprehensive Plan.

After reviewing the application against the stated goals,
objectives and policies of the State Comprehensive Plan, we
find that the proposed resource recovery facility expansion
is compatible with the State Comprehensive Plan.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please
contact Mr. Paul Darst at (904) 488-4925,

Sincerely, 7

George W. Grif21th ;§Y

Bureau Chief

GWG: jmh

Attachment

BUREAU OF LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT
2571 EXECUTIVE CENTER CIRCLE, EAST + TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301  (904) 488-4925




Power Plant Siting Report:
PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECCOGVERY FACILITY EXPANSTION

(PHASE II) APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATION

Submitted to:
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

NOVEMBER 1983

Prepared by:

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
BUREAU OF LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT
POWER PLANT SITING PROGRAM



INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to sections 403.501-403.517 of the Florida Statutes,
known as the Florida Electrical Power Plant Siting Act, the
Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) is required to
review a power plant site application in order to determine its
compatibility with the State Comprehensive Plan (SCP) and to sub-
mit that review to the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation (DER)}. The SCP is authorized under the State
Comprehensive Planning Act of 1972 which is intended to "provide
long-range guidance of the orderly social, economic, and physical
growth of the state" (section 23.0114, F.S.). To achieve this
end, the SCP sets forth goals, objectives and policies. The task
of the DCA is to detewmine whether or not the construction and
operation of the proposed power plant would be compatible with
these goals, objectives and policies. This report represents that
determination and is the report specified in paragraph
403.507(1)(a), F.S.

METHOD OF EVALUATION FOR COMPATIBILITY

Neither the Power Plant Siting Act nor the SCP contains any
articulated process or methodology by means of which the DCA is
to conduct its review of the site certification application;
however, over the years the DCA has developed a process by which
the predicted impacts of the power plant are compared directly to
relevant goals, objectives and policies in the SCP. 1In the SCP,
goals consist of broad statements of purpose, which are usually
inappropriate for use as evaluative tools. An objective is
defined in the SCP as "a specific accomplishment, or series of
accomplishments, necessary to the satisfactory pursuit of a goal."
Objectives are, therefore, more concrete than goals and can occa-
sionally serve as evaluative criteria. Policies, however, consti-
tute the most specific and tangible statements in the SCP. For
this reason, policies are the most appropriate level at which to
compare power plant site certification applications for con-
sistency with the SCP,.

The SCP contains literally hundreds of policies grouped
under major element headings, such as Energy, Water, and Growth
Management. Some of these elements are more relevant for review
of site certification applications than others; nonetheless, the
entire SCP was reviewed for policies and objectives relevant to
this application. This comprehensive review is necessary because
each proposed new power plant may have unique characteristics and
impacts associated with it. Comparison of the expected impacts of
the proposed power plant with the selected policies and objectives
of the SCP enables the identification of specific consistencies
and inconsistencies, Determination of consistency necessarily
involves a subjective component; however, an effort was made to
carry out this operation as fairly and as rigorously as possible.
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BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

Over four years ago, on July 20, 197%, the Governor and
Cabinet of Florida, sitting as the Power Plant Siting Board, cer-
tified Phase I of the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility.
Below is a brief chnonology of subsequent events 51gn1f1cant to
the DCA consistency review:

July 20, 1979.......Phase I power plant site application
with Conditions of Certification
approved by Power Plant Siting Board.

July 26, 1983.......Phase II power plant site application
received by DER.

August 9, 1983......Phase II application found incomplete
by DER.

September 6, 1983...Phase II revised application found
complete by DER,

October 14,1983..,...Positive Determination of Need for ex-
Pansion of resource recovery facility
(phase II} given by Florida Public
Service Commission.

October 25, 1983....Site visit by DCA power plant siting
staff.

The Phase I facility combined solid waste disposal, resource
recovery and electrical power generation in one plant. Its func-
tions may be more precisely described as follows:

1. Disposal and reduction of raw, unprocessed municipal
solid waste through mass=burn incineration.

2. Generation of 50 megawatts of electrical power from
incineration of solid waste. Part of this power is used
for plant operation, and the remainder is sold to Florida
Power Corporation. '

3. Recovery of ferrous and nonferrous metals.

4. Utilization of treated municipal waste water for plant
cooling water,
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This multipurpose facility has reportedly worked well and
achieved the county's objectives for it. Now, however, less than
four years later, the county proposes to add another boiler and
ancillary equipment to the two boilers built during Phase I. This
additional capacity is needed to keep pace with the county's .
burgeoning growth and consequent greatly increased production of
solid waste. Accordingly, the county prepared another power
plant site certification application (Phase II) and submitted it
to the DER for certification review,

The Phase II expansion proposes the addition of a third
boiler, electrostatic precipitator, turbine-generator, stack,
cooling tower expansion and other associated equipment. Upon
completion of the Phase II expansion, the plant will then comprise
three boilers, three electrostatic precipitators,two turbine-
generators and two stacks as the main visual structual components
on the site. The site itself is surrounded by landfills,
industrial and manufacturing operations and undeveloped land. The
nearest residential development (The Lakes subdivision) is located
southwest of the site within the city limits of Pinellas Park.
This subdivision lies approximately 500 feet from the nearest
landfill, which accepts nonputrescible wastes only.

CONSISTENCY/INCONSISTENCY WITH THE SCP-

Comparison of the expected impacts of the proposed facility
with the policies and objectives of the SCP yielded numerous
points of consistency and inconsistency. The more significant
points of consistency and inconsistency fall into eight discussion
areas, as presented below. Each discussion area begins with a
listing of the SCP policy, or related policies, with which the pro-
posed facility would either be consistent or inconsistent.

1. Alternative energy technologies and fuels

Energy Element Policy No, 2=--Diversify Florida's energy
sources by encouraging a safe and orderly transition from
diminishing petroleum resources to alternative energy tech-
nologies as they become available.

Energy Element Policy No. 4--Begin the orderly transition
from present non-renewable fuels to renewable energy sources
and consumption patterns.

Utilities Element Policy No. 46--Encourage energy recovery
from solid wastes, where feasible.

Utilities Element Policy No. 57--Encourage research and
development of alternative methods for electrical power pro-
duction.
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All of these policies encourage alternative energy tech-
nologies and fuels. Municipal solid waste can be regarded as a
renewable energy source since it consists primarily of paper,
wood, food scraps, lawn trimmings, etc., which are direct or
indirect products of photosynthesis. The proposed resource recovery
facility expansion is clearly consistent with the above policies.

2. Resource conservation and recovery

Land Development Element Policy No. 18-=Encourage resource
conservation and, where efficient, the recovery and reuse
of resources, particularly those that are limited and dimi-
nishing in supply.

Land Development Element Policy No, 23--Seek alternatives
to conventional methods of solid waste incineration which use
resources inefficiently and create air pollution.

Utilities Element Policy No. l7-~Encourage energy and
resource conservation and, where feasible, the recovery and
reuse of resources, particularly those in limited supply.

These policies address the subject of resoumce conservation
and recovery. Policies No. 18 and 17 above, which are almost
identical, stress resource recovery and reuse. The proposed
project recovers ferrous and nonferrous metals from municipal
Solid waste. Policy No. 23 is unclear as to what constitutes
"conventional methods of solid waste incineration,”™ but it is
assumed in this report that this policy is specifically addressing
incineration without resource recovery or energy production. The
proposed facility appears to be consistent with the above policies
of the SCP,

3. Reuse of wastewater

Land Development Element Policy No. 63--Encourage flexible
wastewater treatment strategies that recognize regional or
local conditions and requirements,

Utilities Element Policy No. 29--Encourage the development
of innovative techniques to augment water supplies available
for domestic, agricultural, and industrial uses.

Utilities Element Policy No, 38--Consider treated
wastewater as a valuable resource and make every reasonable
effort to implement land spreading, agricultural and
industrial uses, and recycling uses of water for other than
human consumption.
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Water Element Policy No. 24--Recognize wastewater as a
valuable resource and establish the goal of recycling and
reuse of wastewater, tailwater, and stormwater consistent
with energy-conservation cbjectives, existing development,
and maintenance of the integrity of natural ecosystems to the
extent practical.

These policies encourage innovative uses of wastewater, The
proposed resource recovery facility expansion will use tertiany-
treated wastewater from the nearby city of Largo for coocling pur-
poses. The proposed facility is consistent with these policies.

4, Utilization of existing power plants

Utilities Element Policy No. 55--Favor the provision of
electrical power to the maximum extent feasible by using
existing power plants with excess capacity rather than by
developing new plants,

Electrical power production is a secondary objective of the
proposed project. The addition of a third boiler will provide an
approximate increase of 29 megawatts of electrical generating
capacity. The proposed facility is technically not consistent
with this policy. However, the following points should be noted:
(1) this is not merely a new power plant, but a multipurpose faci-
lity that produces electrical power as a byproduct; (2) it repre-
sents an expansion of an existing power-generating facility,
rather than a new facility; (3) the proposed facility has received
a positive Determination of Need frxom the Florida Public Service
Commission; and (4) construction of this facility may help delay
the need for a new base-load electrical powerx plant.

5. Aesthetics

Utilities Element Policy No. 8=--Design utility installa-
tion and distribution facilities that are aesthetically
pleasing as well as economically and technologically
feasible.

Aesthetics can be a significant concern when disposing of
large guantities of solid waste or generating electrical power.
Landfills, especially those containing putrescible wastes, are
unsightly, frequently produce nuisance odors, and often attract
large numbers of scavenger animals, such as sea gulls, crows,
vultures and rodents. As for power plants, their stacks and towers
are visually intrusive.

This project attempts to reduce the volume of raw solid
waste and the negative aesthetic impacts of the landfill, The end
product (primarily ashes) of the resource recovery facility is
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inert and nonputrescent. The electrical=-power—-generating com-
ponents of the facility will still have negative aesthetic
impacts; however, the net aesthetic impact should be positive and
therefore consistent with this policy.

6. Flooding

Land Development Element Policy No. 134=--Require flood-
proofing for nonresidential development and public facili-
ties located in 100-year floodplain areas.

The proposed facility is located in an identified floodprone
area. The most recent Flood Insurance Rate Map for the unincor=-
porated areas of Pinellas County indicates the site lies in a zone
inundated by the 100-year flood event at a base flood elevation of
10 feet. Because the proposed facility structures will be
constructed at an elevation of 12 feet, the project is consistent
with this policy.

7. Land Use Compatibility

Health Element Objective K No. L-~Grossly incompatible land use
mixtures, and their consequent environmental health hazards,
should be precluded.

Housing and Community Development Element Policy No. 65--
Encourage mixed-use development when such uses are com-
patible.

The above objective and policy address the subject of land
use compatibility. As mentioned previously, there is a residen-
tial area (The Lakes subdivision) developing close to the south-
west boundary of the proposed facility, near landfill areas.

In fact, new residential construction in The Lakes is occurring
approximately 500 feet from an active landfill. Residential areas
and landfills are not usually considered compatible land uses.
This is definitely not the kind of mixed-use development envi-
sioned in policy No.65 above. But there are other facts to con-
sider here: for one thing, the Phase I facility has been operating
for over three years now; therefore, potential home buyers should
be well aware of the presence of this facility nearby. For
anocther thing, in 1979 the Power Plant Siting Board determined
that the Phase I facility did conform to local land-use plans and
zoning ordinances. It is also noted that this residential expan-
sion is occurring in an area under the jurisdiction of the city of
Pinellas Park. The applicant, Pinellas County, cannot control
development in Pinellas Park, although the county has attempted to
coordinate with the city in an effort to mitigate adverse impacts
to residential areas within the city.



Page Seven

The plant site is otherwise surrounded by vacant land and
industrial/manufacturing uses and, in fact, the overall charactex
of the surrounding area is primarily industrial/manufacturing,
which is a compatible land use type.

Because of the presence of residential development near land-
fill areas of the wresource recovery facility, the proposed faci-
lity expansion cannot be said to be totally consistent with the
stated objective and policy; however, the aforementioned miti-
gating factors offset the inconsistency somewhat. It is further
noted that Pinellas County is one of the most uwbanized and den-
sely populated counties in the state; therefore, potential land-
£fill and resource recovery sites are difficult to find as well as
being expensive.

8. Air Pollution

Health Element Objective E=--The degradation of air caused by
development should be minimized.

Land Development Element Policy No. 23--Seek alternatives to
conventional methods of solid waste incineration which use
resources inefficiently and create air pollution.

The utilization of a third boiler will create additional air
pollution, although particulate material will be removed from
boiler emissions by an additional electrostatic precipitator. The
expected incremental increase in aiz pollution generated by the
expanded facility is welatively minorx. The proposed facility
expansion is, however, still inconsistent with these policies.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we find that the proposed facility would be
consistent with the following element policies:

Energy Nos. 2 and 4
Land Development Nos. 18 and 63
Utilities Nos. 8, 17, 29, 38, 46 and 57

The proposed facility would be inconsistent with the following
element objectives and policies:

Health Objectives E, L
Housing and Community Development No. 65
Utilities No. 55

The facility expansion would be consistent with a portion of Land
Development Element Policy No. 23 while being inconsistent with
another portion of the same policy.



@

Page Eight

In making our overall judgment on compatibility, we place par-
ticular emphasis on these pertinent facts:

l. This is an expansion of an existing facility. Most of its
impacts are already known and have been mitigated.
According to the Phase II site certification application,
no additional facility expansion (i.e., no more boilers)
will occur at this site in the future.

2. In 1979 the DCA found Phase I of the Pinellas County
Resource Recovery.Facility to be consistent with the
State Comprehensive Plan. Three years of successful
operation of that facility have affirmed that earlier
conclusion.

3. We do not find the incompatible land uses at the south-
west boundary of the site (landfill and residential uses)
to be consistent with the directives of the SCP. _
However, as explained in the discussion under Health
Element Objective L, there are several mitigating cir-
cumstances that reduce the magnitude of this impact.

In our opinion the increased negative land use (and othex)
impacts generated by the proposed facility expansion are out-
weighed by the benefits the expansion would provide in=~{1)
reducing the amount of landfill area needed, (2) recovering metals,
and (3) producing electrical power.

The Florida Department of Community Affairs therefore finds
the proposed facility to be compatible with the State Comprehensive
Plan.



January 25, 1984

Mr. William E. Willdiams

Division of Administrative Hearings

The 0Oakland Building

2009 Apalachee Parkway ‘
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

RE: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility
PA 83-18, DOAH Case No. 83-2355

Dear Mr. Williams:

Attacjed please find a copy of the "Notice of Certification
Hearing® for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility as
sent to the newspapers on January 24, 1984,

Sincerely,

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section
HS03ir/sb

cc: All parties



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Notice has
been furnished by U.5. Mail this 25th day of January, 1984 to
the following named persons:

VAN B. COOK

SPN 72241 ‘

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, FL 33516

JOHN BOTTCHER, ESQUIRE

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

LARRY KEESEY, ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle Fast
Tallahassee, FL 32301

STEPHEN A. WALKER, ESQUIRE
SWFWMD

2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 33512-9712

BONNIE DAVIS, ESQUIRE

Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FlL 32301-8153

HANILTON S. OVEN, JR., P.E.

Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section
Department of Environmenta)

Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301



NOTICE OF CERTIFICATION HEARING ON AN APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT
AND OPERATE AN ELECTRICAL POWER PLANT ON A SITE TO BE LOCATED
NEAR PINELLAS PARK, FLORIDA

1. Application number 83-18 for certification to authorize cons-

truction and operation of an addition to an electrical power plant
near Pinellas Park, Florida, is now pending before the Department

of Environmental Regulation, pursuant to the Florida Electrical

Power Plant Siting Act, Part II, Chapter 403, F.S.

2. The resource recovery facility site is located in Pinellas
County within the existing Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility property 2 miles northeast of Pinellas, Park, south of
114th Avenue, north and west of 28th Street North. The proposed
additional plant will consist of one 1050 ton per day solid
waste-fired unit with a 29 MW turbine generator. The power plant

will be owned by Pinellas County.

3. The Department of Environmental Regulation has evaluated the
application for the proposed power plant. Certification of the
plant would allow its construction and operation. The application
and the Department's analysis of the impacts of the plant are:

available for public inspection at the following addresses:



STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

Southwest District Office

7601 Highway 301 North

Tampa, Florida 33610

PINELLAS COUNTY

Department of Solid Waste Management

2800 110th Avenue North

St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

HERNANDO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING

156 East Jefferson

Brooksville, Florida 33512

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

2379 Broad Street (South U.S. 41)

Brooksville, Florida 33512
4. Pursuant to Section 403.508, Florida Statutes, the certi-
fication hearing will be held by the Division of Administrative
Hearings on February 29, 1984, at 10:00 a.m., at the Pinellas
County Courthouse, 5th Floor Assembly Room, 315 Court Street,
Clearwater, Florida, in order to take written or oral testi-
mony on the effects of the proposed electrical power plant or
any other matter appropriate to the consideration of the site.
Need for the facility has been predetermined by the Public Ser-
vice Commission at a separate hearing. Written comments may be
sent to WiTliam Williams (Hearing Officer) at Division of Admin-
istrative Hearings, 2009 Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, Florida,

32301, on or before February 21, 1984,



5. Pursuant to 403.508(4), F.S.: "(a) Parties to the proceeding
shall include: the applicant; the Public Service Commission; the
Division of State Planning; the water management district as de-
fined in Chapter 373, in whose jurisdiction the proposed electrical
power plant is to be located; and the Department. (b) Upon the
filing with the Department of a notice of intent to be a party at
least 15 days prior to the date set for the land use hearing, the
following shall also be parties to the proceeding:

1. Any county or municipality in whose jurisdiction the
proposed electrical power plant is to be located.

2. Any state agency not listed in paragraph (a) as to
matters within its jurisdiction.

3. Any domestic non-profit corporation or association formed

in whole or in part to promote conservation or natural beauty; to
protect the environment;. personal health, or other biological values;
to preserve historical sites; to promote consumer interests; to
represent labor, commercial or industrial groups; or to promote
orderly development of the area in which the proposed electrical
power plant is to be locate.
(c) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(d), failure of an agency des-
cribed in subparagraphs (4)(b)1 and (4)(b)2 to file a notice of
intent to be a party within the time provided herein shall cons-
titute a waiver of the right of the agency to participate as a

party in the proceeding.



{d) Other parties may include any person, including those persons
enumerated in paragraph (4)(b) who failed to timely file a notice

of intent to be a party, whose substantial interests are affected

and being determined by the proceeding and who timely file a motion
te intervene pursuant to Chapter 120, F.S., and applicable rules.
Intervention pursuant to this paragraph may be granted at the discretion
of the designated hearing officer and upon such conditions as he may
prescribe any time prior to 15 days before the commencement of the
certification hearing.

(3) Any agency whose properties or works are being affected pursuant
to 8.403,.509(2) shall be made a party upbh the request of the

department of the applicant.

6. Those wishing to intervene in these proceedings must be represented
by an attorney or other person who can be determined to be qualified
to appear in administrative proceedings pursuant to Chapter 120, F.S.,

or Chapter 17-1.21, FAC.
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January 25, 1984

Mrs. Liz Cloud

Bureau of Administrative Code
Department of State

The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Mrs. Cloud:

I would appreciate your publication of the enclosed Notice of
a Public Hearing and a Notice of Modification in the February 3,
1984, issue of the Florida Administrative Weekly.

If you have any questions, please let me know. I apprecfate
your assistance and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Geneva M. Hartsfield
Administrative Assistant
Office of the Chairman
tnvironmental Regulation
Commission

GMH/HSQjr/sb

Enclosures: Original and one copy of a Public Notice of Hearing
Original and one copw of a Notice of Modification
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

IN RE: PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE )
RECOVERY PROJECT ) CASE NO. 83-2355
Application for Power )

)
)

Plant Site Certification

NOTICE OF PREHEARING CONFERENCE
AND HEARING

Please take notice that this matter has been set for a
prehearing conference at 1:00 p.m., January 27, 1984, Division of
Administrative Hearings, The Oakland Building, 2009 Apalachee
Parkway, Tallahassee, Florida 32301, and the certification hearing
has been set for February 29, 1984, at 10:00 a.m. in the Pinellas
County Courthouse. The detailed notice required by Chapter 17-17

will be published by the Department in the near future.

Y/ |

/John Bottcher

/ Attorney
/

// 2600 Blair Stone Road
! Tallahassee, Florida 32301
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Notice of
Prehearing Conference and Hearing has been furnished by U.S. Mail

T |
thlsig [ day of January, 1984 to the following named persons:

HAMILTON S. OVEN, JR., P.E.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

LARRY KEESEY, ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

STEPHEN A. WALKER, BESQUILIRE
SWEFWMD

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, Florida 33512-9712

BONNIE DAVIS, ESQUIRE

Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8153



Jsneary 18, 1984

Kr. Dan Williams, assistant District Manacar
Stata Department of Enviromsental Regulstien
sSouthwest District Office

7601 Highway 301 hoxtb

-rmpa FL 33610—9544

Re: FPowex Plant Sit.mq Certi.tiut..u:n {(PPSC) ¢PA T78-11

Dnz ﬂr. ﬁn:iul:

mlouﬁhnvi&-isthe report for the fourthquarter of 1983 for the
Pinsllas Gounty Solid Waste System. ‘It iz in acoordance ‘with Appendix
A%, page of the PPBC.

The same footnotes attached to our last report apply. &4 copy of them
ummmm

Veary txuly yours,

%@/AZ://’

Nichael J. Rundd
Bolid Waste Operations Managey

WIR AP ;111 -,

v

oot Oven, DEBR AN ag 1334
Gane E. Jordan, Dix, PUW&U U e
W. W. Dasher, Dir, PW Opns
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attormey BEPS

bece: HDR



QUARTERLY REPORT
FOURTH QUARTER 1983

(All Figures Shown in Tons)

INTAKE OCT 1983 NOV 1983 DEC 1983
1. To Plant 56,094,.63 53,779.09 55,210.95
2. To Landfill 11,048.02 8,785.86 4,004.43
3. To Mini Station 179.86 244.86 307.15
4. To Tire Splitter 188.59 144.68 116.67
5. Wells Bros. -0- —Q- -0-
6. Toytown -0- -0- -0-
TOTAL 67,511.10 62,954.49 59,639.20
REHANDLED MATERIALS
11. Residue to Landfill 8,798.46 257.32 46.38
12. Reject to Landfill 6.40 6.70 18.32
13. Mini Station to Landfill 179.86 244.86 307.15
14. Aggregate to Landfill 5,698,25 5,211.71 1,030.85
15. Recovered Metals 3,609.09 4,174.79 2,055,16
TOTAL 18,292,06 9,895.38 3,457.86
Total Landfilled Materials:
Sum 2, 11, 12, 13, & 14 25,730.99 14,506.45 5,407.13




13.

14.
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Table Notes

All wastes deemed "process:.ble", {and ameg in self-unloading vehicles
are deposited in the intake rocm of the Resource Recovery Plant.

Wastes amv:mg in vehicles requiring hand unloading, loads dbserved as
containing unprocessible wastes, and wastes diverted from the plant for
any reason are sent to the land.f.u_l inside the landfill there are three
possible destinations: Class I for putrescible, Class IIXI for brush/
construction/trash wastes, and demolition for non—organic rubble. Based
on cperating volumes, there are occasions where destinations are consol-
idated wastes are treated as required for the more difficult oonte.nt°
e.g., brush is oovered daJ.ly when mixed with putrescible. :

Wastes arriving in small quantities are unloaded at the mini statlon,

‘consohdatedmlargeomtalners andthenmvedtotlmplantorlandf.l.ll
" The (btmty ope_rates an isolated and unrelated program to split, bale, and

transport used tires for artificial reef construction. Tires enter the
system through the single scalehouse point. o

Gross residue materials (after cambustion) is the raw stock for the plant's
material recovery section. In addition, materials remaining after separation
into streams having value (metals and large items still containing scame
metal, vhich can be sold)p and-streams having little value (can be given-,
away) , are removed at County . cost .and placed in the landfill. There is.

-0 addlt.lonal ‘treatment per se. .

Reject materials orlglnate in the intake room of the Plant and are removed’
prior to oarbustlon. They do not contain putrescible wastes. Rejects are
landfilled in either the Class IIT or the Class I landfill areas.

Materials dep051ted in the mini station are normally transferred to the
landfill (Class I) but occasionally to the Plant if there is excess capac—

ity available.
Aggregate materials are fine almost exclus:.vely inorganic and considered

- suitable for road building purposes. These materials are stockpiled or .

used for haul road construction at the landfill. It is also being used for
interim cover. -



COMMISSIONERS

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., CHAIRMAN

BRUCE TYNDALL , VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES January 18, 1984

CHARLES E. RAINEY
BARBARA SHEEN TODD

Mr. William E. Williams

Division of Administrative Hearings
2009 Apalachee Parkway

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Dear Mr. Williams:

OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
315 COURT STREET
CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33516

W. GRAY DUNLAP
COUNTY ATTYORNEY

Received DER
JAN 23 1984

s RPS

Enclosed for filing please find an original and one copy of

Pinellas County's Motion to expedite

final certification

hearing and Notice of Appearance required by Chapter 403, Part

II, Florida Statutes.

By way of background, Pinellas County applied in October 1978 for
certification of a steam electric generating, resource recovery
facility at a site about one mile northeast of the town of
Pinellas Park on the County's existing Bridgeway Acres Phase 1
landfill tract. The site was certified by the Governor and
Cabinet on July 20. 1979. The proposed project will be a third

resource recovery facility boiler which could use up to 1050 tons
per day of refuse as fuel. The proposed boiler expansion will
increase the total solid waste processing capacity of the plant
to 3150 tons per day. The steam from the new boiler will be sent
to a turbine generator increasing the gross capacity of the plant
by 29 MW (gross) from 50.6 MW to 79 MW (gross). The previously
certified site will not be expanded by this proposed project.

As indicated in my Motion, we are requesting ‘a pre-hearing
conference during the week of January 30th at such time and place
in Tallahassee. as is convenience to you. The County can attend
such a conference upon 48 hours advance notice. I am currently
in the process of preparing proposed stipulations for submittal
to and consideration by DER's attorney, John  Bottcher.
Additionally, we are requesting a certification hearing during
the week of February 27th at such time and place as is convenient
to you. I can make facilities available for the said hearing
here in Clearwater at the following address:

Pinellas County Courthouse
5th Floor Assembly Room
315 Court Street
Clearwater, Florida

“PINELLAS COUNTY {5 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"




I anticipate the hearing would take no longer than one day.

I have contacted counsel for DER, Department of Community
Affairs, Southwest Florida Water Management District, and the
Public Service Commission regarding this Motion and proposed
pre-hearing and hearing dates and have not been advised by any of
them that these matters are objectionable.

Counsel for DER advised me that the required public notlces can
be prepared for publlcatlon within a few days of their being

notified of a firm hearing date and location.

Thank you for your consideration of this Motion. 1If you have any
questions or desire additional information, please contact me.

Respectfully submitted:

VAN B. COOK
Assistant County Attorney

VBC:mhce

enclosures

1474q

cc: Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E., Administrator
Power Plant Siting Section
Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Larry Keesey, Esquire
Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East

Tallahassee, FL 32301




Stephen A. Walker, Esquire

southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broead Street

Brooksville, PFL 33512-9712

Bonnie Davis, Esquire
Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FIL, 32301-8153

John Bottcher, Esqg.
Department of Environmental Requlation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301




STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

In Re: PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE
' RECOVERY PROJECT.
Application for Power
Plant Site Certification /

CASE NO. 83-2355

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE AND REQUEST
FOR NOTICES, PLEADINGS AND ORDERS

The Pinellas County Attorney's

Office hereby files its

appearance as attorneys of record for Pinellas County. Florida,

and respectfully requests that copies of all notices, pleadings.

papers and orders to which Pinellas County, Florida is entitled,.

be furnished to the undersigned counse

1.

) E%L
DATED this _| day of January, 1984.

by
W Can

= N
= . : — et
N SO

VAN B. COOK

SPN 72241

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Sitreet

Clearwate

L.,

FL. 33516

(813) 462-3354
Attorney for Petitioner

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy ©

been furnished by U.S. Mail this _ 8

the following named persons:

JOHN BOTTCHER, ESQUIRE

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

HAMILTON S. OVEN, JR., P.E.
Adnministrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

LARRY KEESEY., ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs
2571 Executive Center Circle East
Tallahassee, FL 32301

STEPHEN A. WALKER, ESQUIRE
SWFWMD

2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 33512-9712

BONNIE DAVIS, ESQUIRE
Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8153

1425p/0023p

f the foreqgoing Notice has

12

day of January, 1984 to

A PER
R@C,@Ned DER

JAN o8 1984

pPS
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

In Re: PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE
RECOVERY PROJECT,
Application for Power ' CASE NO. 83-2355
Plant Site Certification /

MOTION TO EXPEDITE

COMES NOW the Petitioner, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, and
requests an expedited final hearing as required by Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and applicable rules promulgated thereunder
pertaining to Petitioner's application for power plant site
certification, and as grounds therefor would state:

1. Petitioner submitted a revised application for power
plant site certificationr pertaining to the expansion of
Petitioner's Resource Recovery Project on September 6, 1983;

2. The State Department of Ehvironmental Regulation
issued a statement of completeness on September 19, 1983;

3. The Florida Public Servi@e Commission has, by Order
No. 12677. completed the final report required by Section
403.507{1)(b), Florida Statutes, concluding that a need exists
for the construction of a 29 MW generating facility proposed by
Petitioner. and a copy of same was furnished to the Department of
Environmental Regulation on November 14. 1983;

4. Petitioner has previously negotiated and ¢btained a fi;m
contract price of $53,%00,000.00 for construcgion of the
expénsion facilities which are the subject of this proceeding
pursuant to a construction contract executed in December 1983
which requires Petitioner to provide a Commencement Date to the
contractor no later than March 31, 1984 authorizing construction
to proceed. The Commeﬂcement Date cannot, by contract, occur
prior to Petitioner's obtaining the subject Power Plant Site
Certification required by Chapter 403, Florida Statutes. In the
event Petitioner cannot provide the Commencement Date by March
31, 1984, Petitioner will be subject to renegotiation of the
contract price, pursuant to the construction contract, at a

higher price, to the detriment of the Petitioner and the citizens

of Pinellas County. Florida:



. . l

5. The Petitioner and the 'Department of Environmental
Regulation are in agreement that no land use and zoning hearing
appears to be required, but are willing to address such issues at

the reguested final hearing wupon the request o¢f any party.

_intervenor. or the hearing officer:

6. The Department of Environmental Regulétion has
completed a draft of tﬁe written analysis required by Sectidn
403.504(8), Florida Statutes;

7. Petitioner is unaware of any person or entity not
required to be a party to such a proceeding who is adversely
affected by said petition or who haé expressed any objection ox
opposition to said petition:

8. The Petitioner anticipates that no more than one day
is required for the conduct of the required certification hearing
and is prepared to present its proposal 30 days from bublicaﬁion
of the reduired notices; - |

9. Petitioner in good faith‘beiieves that there are no
serious differences or disputes among the required parties to
this proceeding and further has a good faith belief that all
required parties to the proceeding have no objection to expedite
said hearing:

10. Petitioner is prepared to participate in any
pre-hearing conferences upon one week notice of same;

11. Petitioner asserts a good faith belief that expediting

this hearing will be prejudicial to no one.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully prays:

1) that a pre-hearing conference be scheduled as soon as
possible, preferably during the week of January 30, ‘1984 in
Tallahassee, Florida;

2) that a certification hearing be scheduled for the week of
February 27. 1984 at a location determined by the hearing officer;

3) that the Department of Environmental 'Regulation be
directed to publish a notice of certification hearing as reguired
by law, including applicable provisions of the hotice

requirements for a land use and zoning hearing providing that




A . I

land use and zoning issues may be included in the certification
hearing upon request of any party or intervenor, on or before

January 27, 1984.

Respectfully submitted,

K/a» [ Cm}(

VAN B. COOK

SPN 72241

Chief Assistant County Attorney
315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida 33516

{813) 462-33%54

Attorney for Petitioner

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the tfegoing Motion to
Expedite was furnished by VU.S. Mail this day of January,
1984 to the following named persons:

JOHN BOTTCHER, ESQUIRE

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

HAMILTON S. OVEN, JR.., P.E.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section

Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

LARRY KEESEY, ESQUIRE

Department of Community Affairs

2571 Executive Center Circle East

Tallahassee, FL 32301 iy

STEPHEN A. WALKER, ESQUIRE
SWFWMD

2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 33512-9712

BONNIE DAVIS, ESQUIRE
Public Service Commission
Fletcher Building

101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8153

1400p/0023p



COMMISSIONERS

John Chesnut, Jr. CHAIRMAN

Bruce Tyndall, VICE-CHAIRMAN
GABRIEL CAZARES
CHARLES E. RAINEY

Barbara Sheen Todd
January 13, 1984

Mr. Hamilton S. Oven, Jr., P.E.
Administrator

Power Plant Siting Section
State of Florida

Department of Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32301-8241

Dear Mr. Qven:

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONEIRS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
PHONE (813) 825-1565

P.O. BOX 21623
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623

‘Received DER

JAN 18 1984

PES

Currently, treatment of the tertiary water makeup to the cooling towers

at the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Plant consists of disinfection
by chlorine dioxide to maintain a free chlorine residual of 1.0 ppm.
However, due to several operational factors, it is now proposed that

an alternative means of disinfection be employed; this in conjunction
with Section XIV.C.3 of the Conditions of Certification for the

Facility.

Enclosed with this letter is a report on alternative disinfection prepared
by the County's contractor and reviewed by our staff, as well as

Dr. Flora Mae Wellings, whose comments are also attached. We ask that
your staff review this propesal as soon as possible.

If you require additional information, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

D. F. Acenbrack, Director
Solid Waste Management

ACE:1tl

Enclosures

cc: Dan Williams, DER Tampa
Gene E. Jordan, Dir, PW&U
W. W. Dasher, Dir, PW Opns

W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
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PROPOSED e
COOLING TOWER MAKEUP TREATMENT PLAN
FOR TERTIARY TREATED WASTEWATER AT THE

PINELLAS COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Submitted To: Department of
. Environmental Regulation,

State of Florida
Submitted By: Pinellas County Department
of Solid Waste Management and
Signal RESCO, Inc.
(formerly UOP, Inc.)

Prepared By: RUST International Corporation

Date: September 21, 1983
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EXEQITIVE SUMBRY

The Conditions of Certification for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Facility requires a minimum-level of secondary treatment for the municipal
effluent makeup to the cooling tower and an on-site treatment level of
chlorination to assure bacterial and viral destruction. ' The facility is
currently using effluent from the City of St. Peterburg's Northeast Wastewater
T;eatment Plant as its primary source of makeup but will, in the near future,
switc;h to effluent from the Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Northeast
Wastewater Treatment Plant's effluent will then be used as a backup source.

Section XIV, paragraph C.3. of the Conditions of Certification provides for
the use of a lesser amount of chlorination or alternate treatment if it can
be demonstrated to the Department that the runber of viruses entering the
cooling tower can e reduced to an undetectable level. During design of the
facility, permission was requested for cost and process considerations, to use
chlorine dioxiae in lieu of chlorine for the on-site treatment. After a
favorable review by the Department the system was changed, as requested. Under
actual operating conditions the chlorine dioxide feed system has proven to be
uneconomical and incapable of being automatically controlled.

In the ensuing investigation into the design and operation of the chlorine
dioxide feed system several facts came to light.

1. The municipal effluent currentiy being used fram the St,

Petersburg Treatment Plant is Tbeing treated to a "tertiary"

level and chlorinated to ensure a "virus and  Tbacteria free"
water in the distribution system.

2. The effluent from the Largo facility will be similarly treated

for the same ultimate usage.




3. Current ronitoring programs Thave shown that the tertiary

water in the distribution system is free of viruses.

We believe that the on-site treatment recquirements of the Conditions of
Certification can be met by supplemental chlorination, with chlorine, of the
"tertiary” water mekeup to the cooling tower to attain a 1.0 mg/l total
residual chlorine. It is our opinion that a level of breakpoint chlorinaticon
to achieve a "free chlorine résidxal“ is not reguired.

The propcsed treatment plan using chlorine will provide 1.0 mg/1 total
residunal chlorine in the makeup wé.ter. The plan provides the required
reliability by using proven f.ed‘tmlogy‘ for céntimms treatment. It also
includes the contimuation of an ongoing monitoring program to ensure that no

viruses enter the cooling tower.



AOOLING TOWER MAKEUP TREATMENT PLAN

I. BACKGROUND
The following is presented as background information and
includes criteria used in developing the proposed treatment
ﬁlan.

A. SITING PERMIT EXCERPT

Section XIV of the Conditions of Certification for the

existing Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility states the

" following:
C. Cocling Tower
1. Makeup Water Constituency -

The Resource Recovery Facility shall utilize only
treated sewage effluent, or stormwater runcff from the
stormwatar holding pond, as cooling tower makeup water. The
effluent shall have received prior to use in the tower, as a
minimum, secondary treatment, as well as treatment described
in Condition XIV.C.2 below. Use of waters other than
treated sewage effluent or site stormwater, i.e., higher
quality potable waters, or lower quality less-than-

secondarily treated sewage effluent, will require a
modification of conditions agreed to by the Southwest
Florida Water Management District and the Department, and

must be approved by the Governor and Cabinet.




2. Chlorination

1
\“ffgéléalorine levels in the cooling tower makeup water

shall be continuously monitored, prior to insertion in the

cocling towers. Sewage effluent used as makeup shall be
-~
[VERE V]

treated if necessary to wmaintain a 1.0 mg/liter !gkee’

- ~

- chlorine residual after fifteen minutes contact time

Temphasis added]. Chlorination should occur at an effluent
;turbidity of 5 Nephelometric Turbidity Units or less.
3.. Special Studies

Upon satisfactory demonstrétion to the Deparﬁment that
the number of viruseé.entefing the towers in the effluent
makeup can be reduced-to an undectectable level with the use
of a lesser amount of chlorination or alternate treatment,
the above requirement may be altered. This Aemonstration
may occur through performance df special studies approved by
the Department. Al;eration of the chlorination requirements
must still insure adequate treatment for the control of
bacterial growth in the cooling towers.

B. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION WRITTEN
RESPONSE DATED APRIL 24, 1979 (See Appendix A)

The review of the application by the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (DER) Staff discussed@ the proposed
treatment. They were in agreement that the effluentAfrpm the
St. Petersburg or Largo Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTP), with
additional chlorination prior to entering the cooling tower as

makeup, "... should not significantly increase public exposure to




pathogenic bacteria or viruses." They referred to an article in
this review that indicated a potential for using chlorine dioxide
as an alternate to chlorination for the cooling tower makeup
treatment.

The Special Studies section of the permit allows for the use
of alternative-methods of bacteria and virus destruction as a
positive means of introducing the ©best available control
technology (BACT) into a treatment scheme.

C. THE USE OF CHLORINE DIOXIDE AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR
CHLORINE

After discussions with Water Services Division of vop Inc.,
local WWTP personnel, and a comparison of the on-site treatment
processes involved in the application of chlorine to the cooling
tower makeup, it was resolved by UOP and technically agreed with
by Henningson, Durham, and Richardson (HDR) that chlorine
dioxidé could be used in lieu of chlorine. Mr. D. F. Acenbrack,
Director of ‘the‘._ Department of Solid Waste Management, wrote a
letter to Mr. Hamilton Oven, Administrator of Power Plant Siting
for DER, (Appendix "B") requesting a change from the use of
chlorine to chlorine dioxide for treatment of the cooling tower
mak eup. Mr. Oven recommended that a permit change should not be
made, (Appendix “C") bu£ that the use of chlorine dioxide would
be allowed if the installation complied with the condition of
achievement of the 1.0 mg/l free chlorine residual level.

Based on the decision that chlorine dioxide could be used in
lieu .of chlorine, a chlorine dioxide system was installed. The

system was supplied by Water Services Division and is designed to



supply a maximum of 6.4 pounds per hour of chlorine dioxide
(C10,) to the cooling tower makeup line. This would yield an
application rate of about 6.4 mg/l to a maximum flow of 2000
gallons per minute (gpm). The chlorine dioxide solution is
injected approximately 250 feet upstream of the cooling water
basin level control valve providing approximately one minute of
retention time at the normal makeup rate of 900-~1000 gpm. The
éhlorine dioxide addition was to be controlled by an. oxidation/
reduction potentiai (OﬁP) measurement which is sampled immedi-
ately ﬁefofe the level control valve.

The original economic considerations for the use of chlorine
dioxide in lieu of chlorine have proveﬁ to be inaccurate. At
this point RUST International Corporation, successor to Procon
Inc.,was asked to evaluate the existing chlorine dioxide feed
system.

D. EVALUATION OF EXISTING CHLORINE DIOXIDE FEED SYSTEM

The chlorine dioxide feed system was initially evaluated on
a mechanical and application control basis.The process variables
inélude makeup flowrate, pressure at injection point, and
chlorine dioxide demand. The original design basis of the system
was to feed a sufficient amount of chlorine dioxide solution to
maintain a €10, residual of 1.0 mg/l, after a minimum 45 second
reaction time, in a design 1200 gpm makeup flowrate. Problems
were encountered due to a higher than expected pressure at the
point of injection and the failure of the ORP probe to effective-

ly detect the level of ClO, residual for control purposes.

-6-




Flowrate to the tower will also fluctuate with the cooling water
system evaporation and blowdown changes.

Several schemes were developed to control the <chlorine
dioxide injection in response to the changes in the process
variables. Further investigations into the control technology
for continuously monitoring chlorine dioxide residuals in
wastewater revealed that no proven instrumentation is currently
available for this service. The lack of adequate automatic
instrumentation has resulted in a manually controlled addition
program. To maintain a 1.0 mg/l Cl0, residual with a manual
system requireé a high Cl0, feed rate to allow for fluctuation
in system variables (flow, pressure, etc.). This éubstantially
increases treatment costs for the Cl0, feed system.

In the process of determining the new design basis required
for these treatment schemes, the plant engineers and Water
Services initiated additional testing of the wastewater effluent
supply to the plant.. In examining the results of these and other
WWTP wastewater test data, it was discovered that there was a
discrepancy in the way the chlorine residual was reported. This
discrepancy has caused us to look more deeply into the background
of the original purpose of the on-site treatment of the
wastewater effluent makeup to the cooling tower.

E. NORTHEAST ST. PETERSBURG WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

The Northeast St. Petersburg Wastewater Treatment Plant
(NEWWTP) provides tertiary treated wastewater for distribution to

a reclaimed water system in Pinellas County. The plant is an



activated sludge plant with multimedia filtration and chlorina-
tion provided. The effluent from the multimedia filters is chlor-
inated (7-8 mg/l Cl,) to maintain a combined chlorine residual
of approximately 1.0 mg/l1 at the outlet from the chlorine contact
chamber. The current average daily flow of approximately 10 MGD
provides an average contact time in the chlorine contact chamber
in excess of 1 hour. The minimum degign contact time is 26
minutes at a peak flow of 32 MGD. Tertiary treated wastewater
from the City of St. Petersburg's reclaimed water distribution
system, to which the NEWWTP discharges, is currently used as the
primary source of cooiing tower makeup water at the Pinellas
County Resource Recovery Facility. In the near future, the
wastewater from this system will only be used as an alternate to
the Largo Wastewater Treatment‘ Plant's tertiary wastewater.

F. LARGO WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

The Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant 1is currently undergoing
an ubgrade which will provide a tertiary treated wastewater low
in nutrients and suspended solids. The plant will be an acti-
vated sludge plant with nitrification, denitrification, phosphate
reduction, filtration, and chlorination provided.

The plant as currently operating provides wastewater for
distribution to an irrigation system for two golf courses {Airco -
and Feather Sound). The plant adds 8-9 mg/l of chlorine to the
secondary effluent to maintain a combined chlorine residual of
1.0-1.5 mg/1 at the end of the irrigation distribution system at

Feather Sound {located approximately 3 miles from the plant's



discharge point). The ultimete discharge point for the plant is
Tampa Bay. In the current plant, the distribution system serves
as the chlorine contact chamber, whereas, in the upgraded faci-
lity a chlorine contact ‘chamber will provide a minimum of 15
minutes contact time, at peak daily flow, prior to discharge to
the distribution system.

_ When the upgraded plant is operational its effluent will be
used as the primary source of cooling tower mékeup water at the
Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility. It is anticipated
that this source of water will be low in ammonia and will
contain a total residual chlorine level of 1.0 mg/l. |

G. CURRENT CHLORINATION PRACTICES TN MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER

TREATMENT PLANTS

Chlorine is a strong oxidizer and is often dissipated in
side reactions with a variety of chemical constituents contained
_in wéétewaters. Due to the presence of oxidizable and chlorine:
absorbing constituents, residual chlorine in conventiocnal
secondary wastewater treatment plant effluents exists almost
exclusively as a combined residual. -

Ammonia is of primary concern in sanitary wastewaters where
a free chlorine résidual is required. Establishment of a free
chlorine residual involves breakpoint chlorination and is rarely
practiced in wastewater éreatment. Wastewater disinfection using
breakpoint <chlorination 1is generally uneconomical since the
amount of chlorine required to establish the breakpoint requires

a chlorine to ammonia ratio approaching 10 to 1 (by weight).



For. example, data from the Northeast St. Petersburg
Wastewater Treatment Plant reveals ﬁiéh ammonia levels (10-15
‘mg/1) which indicates that a chlorine dosage as high as 100-150
mg/l may be required to reach the breakpoint. Current practice
at the plant however is not to go through breakpoint chlorination
but only to establish a combined residual in the plant's

effluent.

H. VIRUSES AND BACTERIA ' -

Virus monitoring programs are on-going to detect the
presence of the viruses in the effluent of the St. Petersburg
wastewater treatment plants. A voluntary on-site vifus monitor-
ing program for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility is
underway and the samples to date have shown no virus demonstra-
ted. The virus monitoring programs are being ihplemented by the
Epidemiology Research Center of the Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services (HRS) of the State of Florida. The
Diréctor, Dr. F. M. Welling#, has written and published several
articles concerning the use of the S5t. Petersburg wastewater
treatment plant effluent for spray irrigation.

In order to prevent the entrance of viruses and bacteria
into the treated wastewater effluent distribution system both
solids removal and aisinfection with chlorine are used at the
wastewater treatment plants as described in sections I.E and
I.F7.

while there is always a possibility of demonstrating virus

in the WWTP effluent due to an upset in the plant, we do have the

=10~



added chlorine contact time provided by the volume of the
distribution system itself. Since there is no absolute correla-
tion between residual chlorine levels and virus destruction due
to the possibility of the virus being encapsulated in suspended
solids, we must depend on the WWIP to remove the solids and
chlorinate prior to distribution.

Once the wastewater enters the cooling tower Dbasin as
makeup, it is in an atmosphere that, without treatment, promotes
bacterial and other microbial growth. Oxidizing biocides are
used on both a continual and ; shock basis for the destruction of
these growths for process and health reasons.

II. PROPOSED TREATMENT PLAN

From a review of the backgfound presented and an analysis of
" the chemical and biological processes involved, it wés concluded
that an alternate treatment plan should be éroposed as provided
for in the guidelines outlined in the Special Studies section of
the Cénditions of éertificéﬁioﬁ.

The plan being proposed for the supplementary tre%tment of
the wastewater effluent makeup to the cooliné tower would
eliminate the use of chlorine dioxide and replace it with
chlorine.

Specifically, we propose to:

a. Provide a continuous total residual chiorine monitor

prior to treatment.

‘b. Measure the flowrate of the cooling tower makeup and

provide a flow proportional signal to the chlerination

~]11-



system. This will provide a primary basis for adjustment of
the chlorine feedrate.

c. Provide a continuous ¢total residual chlorine monitor
sampling from the cooling tower makeup inlet after
treatment. This monitor will provide a trim control signal
to the chlorinator. This will serve ¢to sd%plement the
primary flow proportioning signal and provide for "fine
tuning” the treatmént system to ensure that 1.0 mg/l of
t6t31 residual chlorine is maintained. N

4a. Provide a chlorination system that will be designed to
add a sufficient amount of chlorine to the cooling tower
makeup line to assure a 1.0 mg/l total residual chlorine
concentration.

e, Continue the ongoing program of virus monitoring
before and after on-site treatment to provide both an
assurance of treatment adeguacy and to create a data base to
use in future apgiications of any treatment special studies.
£. Back up the results of the continuous monitors with
regular grab samples and lab tests.

g. Continue the use of oxidizing biocides, on a "shock
treatment” basis, in the cooling water system as required

for microorganism control.

ITI. RATIONALE FOR THE TREATMENT PLAN

To rationalize the basis for the treatment plah several

underlying factors should be considered:

-12=-



a. The wastewater effluent supplied from the distribution
- .

system should already be virus and bacteria free and contain
at least a trace of residual chlorine.

b. * Any additional ©on-site treatment at the Tresource
recovery facility of the cooling tower makeup water should
be considered as "supplementary" and not required to be an
equivalent treatment to that afforded at the wastewater
treatment plant prior to entering the distribution‘system.

c. Virus monitoring programs are on-going to detect the
presence of viruses 'in the effluent of'the St. Petersburg
wastewater treatment plants. An on—site virus monitoring
program for the Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility
is underway and the samples to-date have shown no virus
demonstrated.

d. Chlorine is used in municipal wastewater treatment
plants for viral and bacteriological destruction and proven
means are available for the automation and control.

e. The chleorine dioxide feed system now in use at the

resource recovery facility has proven to be uneconomical and

is not capable of being automatically controlled.

-13-
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The Florida Department of Environmental‘Regulation announces a
public hearing to which the public is invited.
-DATE AND TIME: February 29, 1984, at 10:00 a.m.
PLACE: Pinellas County Courthouse

5th Floor Asscmbly Room

315 Court Street

Clearwater, Florida
PURPOSE: To conduct a hearing relative to the e¢ffects of .
Pinellas County's proposed site for a 29 megawatt Resource
Recovery power plant as required by the Florida Electrical
Power Plant Siting Act, Section 403.508, Florida Statutes.
Mr. William Williams, Hearing Officer, will conduct the.
hearing. Anyone wishing to become a party to the proceeding
should contact Mr. Williams at the Division of Administrative
Hearings, the Oakland Building, 2009 Apalachee Parkway,

Tallahassee, Florida, 32301.



¢ N ¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

(A &
Lo o REGION 1V

345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEQRGIA 30365

JAN 131984
REF: 4AW-AM

Mr. C, H., Fancy, P.E

Deputy Chief

Bureau of Air Quality Management

State of Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241

RE: Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This is in response to your letter dated December 6,

1983,

regarding the issuance of a Prevention of Significant Deterio-
ration (PSD) construction permit for the above referenced
facility. We agree with your position that the<Florida Depart-
ment of Environmental Regulation should take the lead role in

issuing the PSD permit for the proposed construction.

We will

review the power plant siting application concurrently as part
of the dual review policy for energy facilities and submit any
comments for your consideration in issuing the PSD permit.
Please notify us and submit a preliminary determination and

draft permit when they are issued.

Sincerely:yours,

y é?//.t:ygﬁ’fr d/{//

/A~James T. Wilburn, Chief
Air Management Branch
Air and Waste Management Division



Received DER

JAN 11 1984

T0: Hamilton §S. Oven, Jr.

THROUGH Dan Williams

FROM: Jim Estler

DATE: January 11, 1984

SUBJECT: Pinellas County Resource Recovery

Project PA 83-18

The District received a response from BAQM on the BACT determination
on January 3, 1984, Based op their response the following are our
comments on the conditions of certification for Pinellas County
Resource Recovery:

Air

1. Item XIV.A.l.a.(8): Subsection 17-2.600(5)(a}l., F.A.C. is
‘quoted as the applicable regulation regarding exceedences of the 10%
opacity limitatian. This subsection deals with fossil fuel fired
steam generators and by definition is neot appropriste.

2, The maximum steam production of the unit should be specified.
Compliance testing should be accomplished at +10% of the maximum
steam production capacity.

3. Item XIV.A.l.c, testing for carbon monoxide and lead should be
added to the list.

4, Item XIV.A.Z. Design specifications and drawings on the ESP
should be submitted to the Souythwest District Offiece prior to the
beginning of construction of Phase II.

5. Item XIV,A,3. Add ...the boiler and annually from the date of
testing, thereafter....

6., Item XIV.A.4.8. Add ... shall be submitted within forty-five
days of testing to the DER ,...

Solid/Hazardous Waste

1. Item XIV.E.G. States that "boiler residue may be placed below
the maximum groundwater level without permanent leachate controls
unless the residue is determined to be Hazardous Waste", This
statement does not conform with the Department position on the use of

Flz_Agh,Haterial, including aggregate from resource recover
fatilities outlined in Ray Moreau's memo of December 19, 1983 to the




MEMORANDUM

Hamilton S. Oven, Jr.

Re: Pinellas County Resource Recovery
Project PA 83-18

District and Subdistrict Managers. The conditions of this
certification should be adjusted to incorporate the agency positian,

JWE/scm




COMMISSIONERS

BARBARA SHEEN TODD, CHAIRMAN

JOHN CHESNUT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN P.O. BOX 21823

GABRIEL CAZARES ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33742-1623
CHARLES E. RAINEY

BRUCE TYNDALL

COUNTY COMMISSIONITIRS

DEPARTMENT OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
2800 110TH AVENUE NORTH

ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33702
PHONE (813) 825-1565

December 28, 1983

Received DER

JAN 3 1984

Mr. Doug Bramlett

Environmental Supervisor

Department of Environmental Regulation

Southwest District

7601 Highway 301 North g PPS

Tampa, FL 33610-9544

Re: Non-Compliance Notification Per Pinellas County Power Plant Siting
Certification (PPSC)

Dear Mr. Bramlett:

The following information is submitted in compliance with paragraph 11,
Conditions of Certification, covering the Pinellas County Power Plant
Siting Certification (Case No. 78-11).

On Monday afternoon, December 26, during either planned Florida Power
Corporation outages or "hbrown-outs," the switch on the lift station
was tripped and failed to re-set. This allowed blow-down waters to
escape through a manhole into a green area with no.water escaping to
control ditches.

This situation was corrected on Tuesday morning, and to insure against
any further malfunctions, a contractor is pre-installing a diesel-
powered emergency pump which will eliminate power failures.

Upon completion of this installation, your. office will be notified.

Very truly yours,

~ ™~ .
W\w‘l—&t
W. W. Dasher, Director
Public Works Operations

WWD:1t1l
cc: Dan Williams, Asst Dist Dir
vBuck Oven, DER, Tallahassee
Gene E. Jordan, Dir, PW&U
W. Gray Dunlap, County Attorney
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